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The qaestlon under conalilorntion being the followin.£? nmomlmcnt om;reil by Mr. Hale, of i^cw 
lIunif),-iliiro, to the bill muklug uppropriiitlous for the leL'sUillvo, executive, aud jiuhcitil expi-nsod 
of the CJ overnmeiit, for the year ciullng tho 30lh of Juno, ISOU: ... «. 

"yln'/, be i.t fUrtker enacted, That the first section of the act entitled 'An act for the admission oi 
the State of Kansas into the Union,' approved May 4, 185S, be, and the same ia hereby anii'iuled by 
.-strikinir out the fuUowing words, to wit: » Whenever it is aseertained, by a censuti duly and legally 
taken, liiat (he population of said Territory equals or exceeds the ratio of represuiitatioii rcciulred 
for a in\.Mnl)er of the House of liepresentativea in the Congress of the United States ; wliioh words 
are hereby repealed." 

Senator liuowx, of Mississippi, addressed the Senate, and upon the conclusion of hia remarks— 
Ml'. DOUGLAS ro3e and said: Mr. Puesidknt 

Mr. LAXE. Mr. President, I rise to a question of order. I believe tlio ooU of the 
roll has been commenced, and debate cannot proceed witliout the unaniuj-jus cun- 
Bent of the Senate. 

The rRKSlDlNG OFFICER, (Mr. Iverson in the chair.) Tlie present occupant 
of the chair Avas not in the cliair at the time the call of the roll conimoiiee<l ; but lie 
iu'quired of llie Secretary whether an answer to the call had been recorded, and he 
was told no ; and that the roll was considered as not called. 

Mr. BIIOWN. I can explain it. I was on the floor and had addressed Ihe Qliair; 
but the Viee-X'resident did not hear me. I spoke again, and he .still did not liear 
me. If there was a response it was out of orJer. Nobody had a right to answer 
while I was claiming the attention of the Chair. I rose precisely at the instant the 
Senator from New York was taking his seat^ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the first person who had been called had an- 
swered yea or nay, debate would have been out of order; but there was no response 
to tlie call, and debate is in order. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If no other northern Democrat desires to be heard on the points 
})i-e=ented by the Senator from Mississippi, I feel it incumbent on rne to say sonie- 
thiog in vindication of my own position, reluctant as I am to occupy time at this 
s^t.uge of tlie session in a discussion of this question. I admire the frankness, candc^r, 
niid directness with which that Senator has approached this question. No man can 
accuse him, none will suspect him, of a desire "to cheat or to be oheaLed;" and I 
hope that I shall be able to put my opinions on the record in a mauiu-r that will 
acquit me of the slightest suspicion of desiring to cheat or to be cheated. To a 
ccrtaiti point, that Senator and myself agree. Then there comes divergetice, which 
grows wider and wider the further we traveL We agree that, under the decision 
of the Supreme Court of the United States, slaves are property, standing on an equal 
footing with all other property; and tliat, consequently, the owner of a slave has 
the same rigl^t to emigrate to a Territory, and earry his slave property wiih him, as 
the owner of any other species of property has to move there, and carry his pnoperiy 
with him. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Will the honorable Senator allow me-- — 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am replying to the Senator fiom Mississippi now, and would 

prefer, tiierefore, to go on. 

Mr. DOOLITTLE, I wish to put a question to the honorable Senator from Illinois 

on that point. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I desire to deal with this point now. At another time t!;e 
Senator can present his point. The right of transit to and from the Territories is 
the same for one species of property as it is for all others. Thus far the Senator 
from Mississippi and myself agree — that slave property in the Territories stands on 
a:i equal footing with every other species of property. Now, the question arises, to 
what extent is propert3% slaves included, subject to the local law of the Tcri itory ? 
Whatever power tlie Territorial Legislature has over other species of pro]jerty, ex- 
tends, in my judgment, to the same extent, and in like manner to tlie slave j)roperty. 
The Territo)'ial Legislature ha? the same power to legislate in respect to slaves, that 
it has in regard to any otiier property, to the same extent, and no further. If the 
Senator wishes to know what power it has over slaves in the Territoi ies, I answer, 
let him tell me what power it has to legi-slate over every other species of property, 
either by encouragement or by taxation, or in p,ny other mode, and he has my an- 
swer in regard to slave property. 

But tlie Senator says that there is something peculiar in slave property, requirin;^' 
further protection than other species of prop<.-j'ty. If so, it is the misfortuae of tiio.se 
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■wlio own tlint species of propoi'ty. He tolls us that, if tlio TeiTitorijil LcijislnUire 
fails U) jvisa <i slave c;ocl« for the Territories, fnila to pnss police regulations to ]troi-cct 
Blavo jiroperty, t.lie absenoo of sncli Ic.gislution prftcticnlly excliules slave property aa 
eO'ectually as'a constitutional prohibition would exclntle it. 1 agree to thai jM'opo- 
sition. l ie says, furthermore, that it is competent for the Territorial Legislature, by 
the exorcise oi* the taxing power, and other functions within the limits of the Con- 
stitution, to adopt unfriendly legislation which practically drives slavery out of the 
Territ,ory. 1 agree to that proj)osit,ion. That is just whatl said, and all 1 said, and 
just wliat T meant by my Kreeport epeech in Illinois, upon which there has been so 
irjueli coniuient throughout the country. 

But the Senator says that while non-nction by the Territorial Legislature excludes 
.slavery ; and, while the Territorial Legislal \ire'may, within the limits of the Federal 
C(jnstilut ion, ado]'»t such a system of "unfriendly legislation as in effect to exclude 
slavery from its limits, yet it, is wrong for the Legislature to pursue that i)olicy ; and, 
because the Tei'ritorial Legislature ought not to ndojitthat line of policy, he will not 
be content with such legislation, but will appeal to Congres:?, and demand a con- 
gressional code of laws protecting slavery in the Territories, in opposition to the 
•wifrlio.s of the people. AVell, sir, his conclusion is a logical one, unless my jiosition 
is right,. All men nmst agree that non-action by the Territorial Legislat.ui e is prac- 
tical exclusion. If the people of a Territory want slavery, they will protect it by a 
slave c(.Mli.i. If the}^ do not want slavery; if tliey believe it is not necessary ; if they 
are of ojiinion that their interests do not require it, or will be prejudiced by it, they 
■will not furnish the necessary remedies and police regulations, usually called a slave 
code, for its protection. 

The ^Senator from Mississippi says they ought to jtass such a code ; but he admits 
that it is immaterial to inquire whet;lier they ought or ought not to do it ; for if they 
do not want it, they will not enact it; and if they do not do it, tliere is no mode 
by which you can compel thom to do it. He admits there is no i.ompulsoiy means 
b}' which you can coerce the Territorial Legislature to pass such a law ; and for that 
reason he insists that, in case of non-action by the Territorial Legislature, it is the 
right and duty of southern Senators and Representatives to demand aflirmative ac- 
tion by Congress in the enactment of a slave code for the Territories, lie savs that 
it IS not necessary to put the question to me, whether T would vote for a congres- 
sional slave code. lie desires to know of all other northern Democrats what 1:hey 
will do ; he does not wish an answer from me. I am much obliged to him for taking 
it for granted, from my past record, that I never would vote for a slave code in the 
Territ^oiies by Congress ; and I have yet to learn that there is a man in a fi ee State 
of this Union, of any party, who would. 

Mr. MASON. Will the Senator be kind enough to explain what he means by a 
slave code? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes, sir. The Senator from Mississippi defined it very well in 
his s]iecch. Ills poi=iition was, that while the Constitution gave him the right of 
protection in a Territory for his slave property, it did not, of itself, furnish adequate 
jM'otcction, lie drew a distinction between the right and the fact, and said that 
the j)rotection could oidy bo furnished by legislation; that legislation could only 
come from one of two sources — the Territorial Legislatiire or the Cojign-'s? of the 
TJiuted States. Lie would l<.>ok to the Territorial Legislature in the tirst instance. 
If he got adequate legislation lliere, he was content; but if the Tciritoiial Legisla- 
ture failed to act, and give him that adequate legislation, in the form of what is 
eomiiionl}' called a slave code, such non-action was equivalent to a denial of his 
rights; and, losing his rights, it was no consolation to him that lio had been de- 
prived of them by the non-action of a Territorial Legislature; and hence he would 
demand of Congress the passage of laws to prot ect his slaves, and io i.'n;iish men for 
running tliem oil; to furnish such i'eme<lics for the violation of his )-ights as he 
thought he was entitled to from the Territorial Legislature, lie said he "would de- 
mand this from Congress. 

Mr. BKOWN. Because the Territorial Legislature was t.he creature of Congress, 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Lie further said that he would base his demand on Congress to 
pass this slave code on the ground that the Territorial Legislature was the creature 
of Ciuigi-ess ; and, if it did not do its duty, Congress should pass such laws as were 
necessary to protect slave propei'ty in the Territories. 

!Mr. CillEEN. Will tlie Senator permit me to ask him a single question? 

Mr. DOUCxLAS. Certainly. 

Mr. CRIMEN. If a law merely providing protection is to be called a slave code, 
then, 1 ask, if larceny, in genera) t'^rms, were punished by the Terriloi ial law, and 
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the Legislalnvc slioiilcl except the larceny of shxvc?, would lie say ho woulJ submit 
to that at the option of the Legislature? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is iminuterial to me, whether you call this legislation a slave 
code, or by any other name. I will call it by any name the Senator chooses. I 
wisli to be understood, however, and to use such language os conveys the idea. I 
take the language of the Senator from Mississippi, if that is satisfactory. All I have 
to say, on the point presented by the Senator from Missouri, is this: while our Con- 
etituu'on does not provide remedies for stealing negroes, it does not provide reme- 
dies for stealing dry-goods, or horses, or any other species of property. You cannot 
protect any property in the Territories, without laws furnishing remedies for its vio- 
lation, and penalties for its abuse. Kobody pretends that you are going to pass 
laws of Congress making a crinu'tuil code for the Territories, 'with reference to otlier 
species of property. The Congress of the United Stotes never yet passed an act 
creating a criminal code for any organized Territory. It simply organizes the Ter- 
ritory, and leaves its Legislature to make its ov/n criminal code. Congress never 
massed a law to protect any species of jiroperty in the organized Territories ; it 
eaves its protection to tlie Territorial Legislatures. The question is, whetlier we 
shall make an exception as to slaver}'? The Supreme Couit makes no such distinc- 
tion. It recognizes slaves as propert3^ When they are taken to a Territory, they 
are on an equal footing witli otlier property, and dependent upon the same system 
of legislation, for protection, as otiier property. While all other property is de- 
pendent on the Territorial legislatio)i for protection, I hold that slave pro})erty must 
look to the same authoiity for its protection. 

Mr. GREEN'. The Sen.ator will permit me to say that I think he does not under- 
stand the point I presented, and T tliei'efore desire to present it more explicitly. The 
Supreme Court liaving decided that slaves constitute property, if a Territory, author- 
ized by Congress to legislate for it;.self, should pass a law punishing larceny of all 
property except slaves, would that make slaves equal to other property in tne Ter- 
ritory? or would it not be a viohition of the Constitution? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If the Senator cannot understand my answer to that question 
by what I have said, and the train of my argument, it is useless for me to discuss it 
further. I say that I leave all kinds of propert}-, slaves included, to the local law 
for protection; and that 1 will not exert the ])Ower of Congress to interfere with 
that local law with reference to slave property, or an}' other kind of property. If 
the peoj>le tliink that particular laws on the subject of property are beneficial to 
their interests, they will enact them. If they do not think such laws are Avise, they 
will refrain from enacting them. They will protect slaves there, provided they 
want slavery; and they will want slavery, if the climate be such that the white 
man cannot cultivate the soil, so as to render negro compulsory labor necessary. 
Hence, it becomes a question of climate, of production, of self-interest, and not a 
question of legislation, whether slavery shall, or shall not exist there. 

But the Senator from Mississippi says he has a right to protection. The owner of 
every other species of property ma}' say he has a right to protection. The man 
dealing in liquors may think that, inasnmch as bis stock of liquors is property, he 
has a right to protection. The man dealing in an inferior breed of cattle, may think 
he has a right to protection ; but the people of the Territory may think it is their 
interest to improve the breed of stock by discrimination against inferior breeds ; on-i 
hence they may fix a higher rate of taxation on the one than on the other. 

Mr. BllOWiN. The Senator from Illinois now makes a point which enables mo t > 
illustrate what I mean. I hold that the Territorial Legislature of Kansas — that 
being the Territory- immediately involved in this discussion — has no right to enact 
the Maine liquor Jaw. That is an act of sovereignty. It has tlie right to say that 
liquors carried into the Territory shall be so used as that they shall not corrupt the 
public morals nor endaTiger the public safety ; but the power of prohibition does 
not belong to a Territorial Lpgislature. So I say in reference to slave property. 
As I said in my opening remarks this morning, while I demand justice, I will do jus- 
tice. I hold that a Territorial Legislature has the right to regulate the relation be- 
tween master .ind slave in such a manner that the master shall not permit the slave 
to endanger the public safety or corrupt the public morals. That is what I mean 
by the power to regulate ; and not seeing the point at which a court could intervene 
and arrest this power if it were abused, 1 said it never would, or rarely ever present 
a case which we could get before the court and upon which we could demand its 
judgment. By this I understood the Senator from Illinois to mean -unfriendly legis- 
lation ; that in the exercise of its power to regulate the relation between master 
and slave, it could act with such severity as cfTectually to exclude slavery as though 
it were a constitutional inhibition. That is what I meant. 
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Ml'. DOUGLAS. I am ^vil]ing to test this quo.stioa by the ilhistratioa the Senator 
prodonta of a Maine liquor law. 1 shall not stop to inquire whether the Maine liquor 
law is eonstitutional or not; firat, because Congress is not the tribunal to decide it; 
aiul, secondly, because, in the platform to which the Senator from Mississippi aud 
myself both stand pledged as the rule of our political action, it is provided that 
that question shall oe sent to the court to test the constitutionality of the law, and 
wc shall not come to Congress to repeal the law. ^Vhen the Nebraska bill was first 
]:ioridiiig in the Senate, it contained the old claui?e that the terrvtoriallaws should bo 
sent here, and, if disapproved by Congress, should be void. The disciission pro- 
ceeded on the basis that we were conferring the whole power of Icgis^lation on the 
Territory, subject only to the Constitution of the United States, with the right in the 
Territorial Legislature " to foi'm and regulate their domestic institutions in their own 
wfiy and that if any man was aggrieved by such legislation, he should have aright 
to appeal to the Supreme Court of the United States to test its validity, but should 
not come to Congress to repeal the obnoxious law. When that argument was made, 
a distinguished Senator from Ohio, not now here, (Mr. Chask,) asked us wliy we kept, 
that clause in the bill requiring the laws of the Teri-itory to be sent here for appro- 
val or disapproval? We could not answer the inquiry, and hence we struck out the 
provision, reqviirlng the Territorial laws to be sent here for approval or di.^approvnl, 
upon the avowed ground at the time that the Territorial Legislature might pass just 
such laws as they wanted, with the right of oppeal by any one aggrieved to the 
Supreme Court to test their const.itutionalitj^ but not to Congress to annul them. 
I undertake to say that this was the distinct understanding among the Northern and 
Southern Democrats at that time, and among all the friends of the Kansas-Nebraska 
bill. It was agreed that while we might dilfer as to the extent of the power of th^j 
Territorial Legislature on these questions, we would make a full grant of legislative 
authority to the Legislature of the Territory, with the right to pass such laws oa 
they chose, and the right of anybody to appeal to the court to decide upon the va- 
lidity and constitutionality of such laws, but not to come to Congress for their annul- 
ment. Hence, if the Territorial Legislature should pass the Maine liquor law, aud 
anybody was dissatisfied with the provisions of that act, and thought it violated hia 
constitutional right, he could not come to Congress for its annulment, but could ap- 
peal to the Supreme Court of the United States ; and if .that court decided the law 
to be constitutional, it must stand, no matter how obnoxious it might be to any poi'- 
tion of the Amei'ican people. If it was unconstitutional, it became void without 
any interference by Congress, or any other legi^slative body. The Kansas-Nebraska 
bill was thus amended for the avowed purpose, at the time, of striking out the ap- 
peal to Congress, and substituting the appeal to the court. 

After we had gone that far, a Senator from New Hampshire pointed out in the 
Nebraska bill the fact that no appeal could be taken to the Supreme Court of the 
United States unless the amount of property in controversy was $2,000 in value, and 
hence that a negro could not appeal for his freedom, nor could the owner of a single 
slave appeal to the Supreiue Court to establish his title, if he thought that his rights 
were violated. In order to obviate that objection, we amended the bill by providing 
that where the title to property in slaves, or an^- question of personal freedom was 
the point in issue, the right of appeal to the Supreme Court should exist without 
reference to the amount iu controversy. 

Thus the Kansas-Nebraska bill stood, granting all rightful power of legislation on 
all subjects whatsoever to the Territorial Legislature, subject only to the Constitution 
of the United States, provided they should not pass any law taxing the property' of 
non-residents higher than that of residents, nor any law interfering with the pri- 
mary disposit ion of the soil, nor impose any tax on the property of the United States. 
lJut tliere was no exception made as to slavery. The intent was to confer on the 
Territorial Legislature all the power we had on the subject of slavery, to let them 
wield it for oragaiust free in^stitutions, as the people of the Territory chose ; and the 
uuderstand'.ng was, that we would abide by whatever laws they might make, pro- 
vided they did not violate the Constitution of the United States; and the Supreme 
Court was the only tribunal that could decide that question. 

Now, sir, I stand on the Kansas-Nebraska bill as it was expounded and understood 
at the time, with this full power in the Territorial Legislature, with the right of 
appeal to the Supreme Court to test the validity of its laws, and no right whatever 
to appeal to Congress to repeal them in the event of our not liking them. I am 
ready to answer the inquiry of the Senator from Mississippi, whether, if I believed 
the Maine liquor law to be unconstitutional and wrong, and if a Territorial Locis- 
lature should pass it, i would vote here to annul it? 1 tell him no. If the peo'ple 
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of Aansns -wnnt, a Maine liquor law, let them have it. If they do not want it, let 
them refuse to pass it. If they do pass it, and any citizen thinks that law violates 
the Constitution, let him make a case and npi)eal to the Supreme Court. If the 
coiu't sustains his objection, the law is void. If it overrules the objection, the de- 
cision must stand until the people, who alone are to be afTccted by it, who alone 
have an interest in it, may choose to repeal it. So I say with reference to slavery. 
Let the Territorial Legislature pass just such laws in regard to slavery as they thiiik 
they have u right to enact under the Constitution of the United States. If 1 do not 
like those laws, I will not vote to repeal them ; if you do not like them, you must 
not vote to repeal them ; but anybody aggrieved may appeal to the Supreme Court, 
and if they are constitutional, tliey must stand; if they are unconstitutional, they 
are void. That was the doctrine of non-intervention, as it was understood at the 
time the Kansas- Nebraska bill was passed. That is the way it was explained and 
argued in the Senate and in the House of Representatives and before the country. 
It was distinctly understood that Congress was never to intervene for or against 
slavery, or for or against any other institution in the Territories; but leave the 
courts to decide all constitutional questions as they might arise, and the President 
to carry the decrees of the court into effect; and, in case of resistance to his au- 
thority in executing the judicial process, that he was to use, if necessary, the whole 
military force of the country, as provided by existing laws. 

I know that some gentlemen do not like the doctrine of non-intervention as well 
as they once did. It is now becoming fashionable to talk sneeringly of "your doc- 
trine of non-intervention." Sir, that doctrine has been a fundamental article in the 
Democratic creed for years. It has been repeated over and over again in every 
national Democratic platform — non-intervention by Congress with slavery in the 
States and Territories. The Nebraska bill was predicated on that idea — the Terri- 
torial Legislature to have jurisdiction over all rightful subjects of legislation, not 
excepting slavery, with no apjDeal to Congress, but a right to appeal to the courts ; 
and the legislation to be void, if Jthe Supreme Court said it was unconstitutional, and 
valid, no matter how obnoxious, if the court said it was constitutional. Let me call 
attention to the language of the Kansas-Nebraska bill. Its fourteenth section pro- 
vides : 

'* That the Constitution and all laws of the United States, which are not locally inapplicable, shall 
have the same force and etFect in the said Territory of Nebraska, as elsewhere within the United 
States, except the eighth section of the act ' preparatory to the admission of Missouri into the Union,' 
approved March 6, 1820, which, teing inconsistent with the prinoivlk op non-intkp.vkntion 3>y 
CoNGKBvSS wrrn slavery in the iStat-es and Territobibs, recognized by the legislation of 1S50, 
commonly called the cotnproimse measures, is hekkry declared inopekativb and void; it being 
the trxts intent and mecutiing of this act not to legislate slaroery into any State or Tkseitory, nor 
to exclude it therefrom, hut to leave the peojole tubreof perfectly frfe to form and regulate 

TIIEIR domestic INSTITUTIONS IN TIIEIE OWN WAY, SUBJECT ONLY TO TUB CONSTITUTION OP THE UNITEi) 

States." 

Thus, in the Nebraska bill, it is declared that a congressional enactment on the 
sulyect of slavery is inconsistent with the principle of non-intervention by Con- 
gress with slavery in the States and Territories. This same article of faith has gone 
into the various Democratic platforms, and especially into the Cincinnati platform. 
Every Democrat^ tlxerefore, is pledged, by his platform and the organization of the 
party, against any legislation of Congress in the Territories for or against slavery, 
no matter hov/ obnoxious the territorial legislation may be. If it is unconstitutional, 
you have your remedy ; go to the court and test the question. If it is constitu- 
tional, you have agreed that the people of a Territory may have it I hold you to 
the agreement. 

Mr. CLAY. Will the Senator permit me to ask him a question? 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Certainly, with great pleasure. 

Mr. CLAY. I ask the Senator whether he believes that a citizen of the Southern 
States has a right to carry his slaves into the Territories under the Constitution ? 
Mr, DOUGLAS. When the Senator gets through with his question, I will answer. 
Mr. CLAY. I should like the Senator to answer. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not like this thing of requiring categorical answers, when 
the Senator who puts the question holds the floor. When he gets through, I will 
give him an answer. 

Mr. CLAY. If the Senator does not answer it, I will answer it I think the citi- 
zen has that right When I am asked whence he derives the right, I say from the 
Constitution. The Supreme Court has so decided. Then, I ask the Senator, if the 
CoHstitution gives the right, how can the Territory deny it? and if the Territory pass 
a law inhibiting the introduction of slaves there, where is his redress? The Senator 
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pi'enic! UourL decsidcs Ihut the law iiilubiUng sluvery la \inconutitutional, uml Ui 
bus 11 right to hold the slnvc ; whul redress is given to liim if Congress will n 
cure his rights '< The reault is ju»t this: thut it' the Senator be right, the Cuii 
'tioii prevails in the States, but not in the Territories; squatter sovereignt;>' is 

Pinr i.o th(\ nmiftf if-.nf.?iiii 



snyfe, in the Supremo Court. Suppose he takes a slave there; suppose it is stolen 
from liim, and he brings an netion for its reeovery, and the loeal court decides 
against hiui, and he brings his case to the Supreme Court by ai>peal, and the Su- 
preme Court deeides that the law inhibiting slavery is \ineonstitutional, and t,hat he 
' ' ' ' " ' ----- j^^^ 

Cunstitu- 
•y is supe- 
rior to the Confltitution. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. 1 will answer the Senator's question. First, I do not hold that 
squatter sovereignty is superior to the Constitution. 1 iiold that no such thing as 
sovereign power attaches to a Territory while a Territory. I hold that a T«;rritovy 
possesses whatever power it derives from the Constitution under the organic act, 
and no more. I hold that all the power a Territorial Legislature possesses is de- 
rived from the Constitution and its amendments, under the act of Congvesa; and 
because I hold 1-hat, 1 denied last year that the people of a Territory, without the 
consent of Congress, could assemble at Lecompton and create an organic law for that 
people. 1 denied the validity of your Lecompton constitution, for the reason that 
constit.utions can only be made by sovereign power; and because the Territory was 
not a sovereignty, that was not a constitution, but a petition. But, sir, I will not 
occupy time on that question. The limit of the authority of a Territorial Legisla- 
ture is the organic act and the Constitution and its amendments. The organic act 
of Kansas provides, in its sixth section : 

"Tluit the legislative pov/er of the Territory shall extend to all rightful gobjects oflcgislntion con- 
sistent with llie Consiit\iUon of llio tJnited SfiUes and llie provisions of this act ; but no law sluiU be 
passed interfering with the primary <lispo.iition of the soil," &c. 

The whole legislative power possessed by Congress over a Territory was, by that 
act, conferred on the Territorial Legislature. There were exceptions on three points j 
but slavery was not one of the excepi ions. I say, then, the intent was to give lo the 
Territorial Legislature all the po wer that we possessed; all that could be given under 
the Constitution ; and the understanding was, that Congress would not interfere with 
whatever legislation they might enact. 

]S\tw, the Senator fi'om Alabama asks me whether the Southern people, under the 

Constitution, have not the right to carry their slaves there? 1 answer, yen the 

same right that you have to carry any other propert3\ Then you ask, have they 
not a right to hold it there when "they get it there? I answer, the same right that 
you have to hold any otlier property, subject to such local laws as the local Legisla- 
ture may constitutionally enact. Can you hold any other proper|,v without law to 
protect It? No. Then, can you hold slave property without law to protect it? No, 
is the answer. Then, will Congress pass laws to protect other property in the Ter- 
ritoi ies? I answer, no. We have created Territorial Legislatures for that purpose. 
_ Wo iigroed that this Goverimicnl sIduUI not violate the principles of our Revolu- 
tion, by milking laws for a dii^tant people regulating their domestic concorns, and 
afl'ecting their rights of property, without giving the"m a representation. The' doc- 
trine that Congress is to regulate the rights of person and property, and the domes- 
tic concerns of a Territory, is the doctrine of the Tories of the Revolution. It is 
the doctrine of George 111. andLord North, his minister. Our fathei-s then said that 




the power, but you have not the moral right; it is violative of the great principles 
of civil liberty ; violative of the rights of an Englishman, not to be affeeted in his 
property without his consent is. given through his representative." Because Greali 
Britain insisted on exercising tliat identical power, over these colonies, our fathers 
flew to arms, asserted the doctrine that every colony, every dependency, every Ter- 
ritory, had a right in ita own domestic Legislature to pass just such laws as its peo- 
ple chose touching their local and domestic concerns, recognrzing the rigtit of the 
Impei-ial I'arliament to regulate imperial affairs, as I dolhe right of Congress ta 
^ regulate the fiationalau.d Federal concerns of the people of » Territory 
/ / ^ asserting, on behalf ..f the people of the Territories, just those rights 
// whioh our fathers demanded iV-r UuM.t-e'.ves against the claims of Great Britain. 
Because tiiose rmhts were not, grasited to our fathers, they went tlirouirh a b'.ood'y 
war ol sev.M. years. Am 1 now lo be called upon to enforce that same\,dio-,^ doo- 
ti-me on the pe<-ple of a Tern'..,(y, against their consent? I say, no. Organize a 
Tevnloruvi ^uv..rnment for them ; give them a Legislature, to be elected by their 
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own people; give iheni all the powers of legislation on all quostions of a loeal and 
donie-stie elianicter, subject only to the Constitution ; and if tliey make good laws, 
let tlieiii enjoy their blessings; and if they make bad laws, let them euffer under 
them until they repeal them. If the laws are unoonstitnlional, let those aggrieved 
appeal to the eourt — the tribunal created by the Constitution to ascertain that fact. 
Tliiit is the principle which we stood upon in ]P5');. It wj-a on that princii)le and that 
uiiderslauditig we fought the great political battle and gained the greai vielory of 
ISTjO. How many votes do yon think Mr. Buchanan would have obt-iined in Penn- 
sylvania if he luufthen said that the ConstitAition of the United States plants slavery 
in all the Territories, and makes it the duty of the Federal fjovernmcnt i:o keep it 
there and maintain it at the poijit Of the ba'yonet and by Federal laws, in opposition 
to the Avill of the people? How many votes wovild he have I'eceived in Ohio, or 
any other free States, on such a platform? Mr. Buchanan did not then understand 
fche doctrines of popular sovereignty' and self-government in that way. 

Mr. BIGLER. JMr. President 

Mr, DOUOLAS. I will hear the Senator. 

Mr. BIGLI']R. I shall not attempt to answer the honorable Senator's question; 
but he will [tai'don me for asking another, which I think rpii(,e as significant and 
quite as np[)ropriate, and it is this: Suppose that in the campaigti of 1856, instead 
of saying as that honorable Senator said, and as those who acted with him said, and 
as ] said everywhere to the people of the States, who were about to emigrr te to the 
Territories, " when you go there, 3'ou carry with you all the rights you enjoy in a 
sovereign State;'' saying as he said and as I said, "it is but the extension of the 
great principle of self governmenli to the Territories;" suppose we had said to those 
proud people, " when lhei-e, and in the matter of changing your government from 
a l^rritory to a State, you shall have the high privilege of exercising the right to 
petition Congress for a redress of grievances?" They would have asked that Senator 
and rne when it was, and where it was, that the American citizen had not a right to 
petition for a redress of grievances, whether wliite or blaek. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. j\Ir."j'resident, I shall not answer that part of the Senator's in« 
quiry as to whether American citizens, white or black, have not the right to peti- 
tion for a redress of grievances, because I do not recognize any black American citi- 
zens. I have no eolo)'ed brethren of that description. (Laughter and applause in 
the gallei'ies.) I know of no Arncriean citizens in this Republic except the white 
people, and J trust in God 1 shall never know any other kind. (Applause in the 
galleries.) 

Mr. BIGLER. I know tliat as well as the Senator; .-ind I ought to have said in- 
habitants. 

The riiESIDING OFFICER, (Mr. Ivkr.sox in the chair.) If there is any more in- 
terruption in t,he galler-ies, the Chair will order the galleries to be cleared. 

Mr. MASON. Jf there is any more disturbance in tlie galleries, I shall certainly 
move and insist t,l-.at the galleries be cleared. 

The PRESIDLNG OFFICER. The Cliair will order the galleries to be cleared at 
yOptc if theie is any further interruption. 

Mr. DOUGLA.S, I assert that in 1856, during the whole of that campaign, I took 
' the same position I do now, and none other; and I will show that Mr. linehanan 
pledged himself to the same doctrine when he accepted the nomination of the Cin- 
cinnati convention. In his letter of acceptance he says, referring to the Kansas-Ne- 
braska act: 

"Tlie rftCPGt legislatfon of Congrogs, respecting domestic slavery, derived, .is if has been, from 
the original and pure (buntain of "iegitimute political power, the will '^f tlie m.ajorily, promises cro 
lonf; to allay the <!an/r«rou3 excitement. Tliis lejrislalion is f.Hiiided upon prineipU-M na anc^ient as 
free (rov('iiim<;nt itself, an<l, in accordance with lliem, has dimply dcelart'd that the people of -n Ter- 
ritory, like Ihose of a State, shall decide for themselves wlictltor slavery shall or shall not exist with- 
in their limits." 

This extract from Mr. Buchanan's letter shows that he then understood tliat the 
people of a Territory, like those of a Slate, shonld decide f(U' themselves whethr^r 
slavery sliould or shonld not exist within their limits. 1 undertake to say, that 
wherever I we«t that j'car, his cause was advocated on that princij)le, a.^^ laid down 
in his letter of acceptance. The people of the North, at least, certainly understood 
him to hold the doctrine of self-government in Territories as well as in States, and 
as applicable to slave proi>erty as well as to all <»ther species of property. I under- 
take to say, <;hat he would not have cai-ried one half the Democratic vote in any 
free State, if he had not been tlius understood: and 1 hope my friend from Missis- 
sippi had no allusion to tliis letter, when he said that in tlie next contest he did not 
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desire " to client nor to be cheateiil." I am glad that the Senator from MUaisaippi 
lueans to have a elenr, une(|uivooal, specific statement of our principlef?, so that there 
shnil 1)0 no cheatini^ on either side. I intend to use language whicli can be repeated 
in Chicago na well as in ISew Orleans, in Ohavleeton the same as in Boston. We 
live uiulei' a common Constitution. No }»oIitical creed is sound or safe which cannot 
bo proclaimed in the same eonao wherever the American flag waves over American 
poil. if the North and the South cannot occupy a common ground on the slavery 
quetntion, the sooner we know it the better. The Democracy of the North hold, at 
least, that the people of a Territory have the same right to legi^jlate in respect to 
shivery, as to all other i)roperty; and that, practically, it results in this: if the peo- 
ple want elavery, they will have it; and if they.flo not want it, it shall not be forced 
upon^thcm by an act of Congress. The Senator fi'om Iviisiussippi says that doctrine 
is riglit, unless we pass an act of Congress compelling tlie people of a Territory to 
have slavery whether they want it "or not. The point he wishes to arrive at, is 
whetl»er we are for or against congressional intervention. If you repudiate the doc- 
trine of noii-interventioii, and form a slave code by act of Congress, when the people 
of a Territory refuse it, you must atep off the l)emoerntic platform. We will let 
you depart in pe.ace, as you no longer belong to us; you are no longer of us whea 
you adopt the principle of congressional intervention, *in violation of the Democratic 
creed. I stand here defending the great principles of non-intervention by Congress, 
and of self government by the people of the Territories. That is the Democratic creed. 
The iiorLhern Democracy have so understood it. No Democratic State in the 
North ever would have voted for Mr. Buchanan, but for the fact that he was under- 
stood to occupy that position. I tell you, gentlemen of the South, in all candor, I 
do not believe a Democratic candidate can ever carry any one Democratic State of 
the North on the platform that it is the duty of the Federal Government to force 
the people of a Territory to have slavery when they do not want it. But if the * ue 
principles of State-rights and popular sovereignty be..maintained and carried out in 
good faith, as set forth in the Nebraska bill, and understood by the people in 1850, 
a gloi'ious future awaits the Democracy. 

If we cannot stand together upon that principle there is no use of any angry ex- 




with equal kindness and frankness. I am sorry 
to have been under the necessity of occupying the time of the Senate in the discus- 
sion of this question at this late period of the session ; but I am sure the Senate will 
do me l,lie justice to say that I could not have been silent after the speech of my 
friend from ilissidsippi, without defending the position which was so severely and 
so ably assailed by liim. 1 trust th.at I shall not be under the necessity of trespass- . 
ing lunger upon the time of the Senate upon these collateral questions. .i- ''/-" 

• ,/ J 



NOTE BY MR. DOUGLAS. 

Tlie tk-batc was continued at considerable length l)y several Senators, some of whom emphafically 
V?. V Vn r- 'V?'^^^^^^ Kansas-Nebraska act to affirm the ;>rL<5;S / 

BY 'JONGKEfeS WITH SLA.VERY IN THE TEKRlTOlllEft, >vhcrcby 
nU qu.-8.ions X'OrUmv.ng to African slavery, as well as all other matters of domestic concern, weri 
banished from the halls o! Congress and remanded to the people of the Territories respectively, to 
be deposed of Its they should see proper, subject only to the constitution, with the ri"htif appeal bv 
vn?iJn v*^f\ff1 ''1^ ajjgneyed by the territorial legislation, to the judicial tribunals to determine Uie 
vali iily of sueh euaetineuls under the Constitution of Uie United States. 

1 hey went farther, and insisted- Uiat ii is the duty of Congress to intervene and enact a code of 
Ilrovide sSVeSSnl" whenever the Territorial Legislature maf .fejl or reiUsS to 

One benator (Mr. (5 win) declared, that if ho had understood the Kansas-Nebraska bill at the time 
of Its passage as r now construe it, he never would have voted for it. 

/«7'^'-;''«'-'^'/« ^''?''«f<';^o*'<?'^ A('''/ m position of Ohairynait oftlie Committee 07i Terntorie-i, 
nhu-k J had hddjor eleven i/eur.'i tn the Senate and tico years in the Jfouse of JlepreHe7itatiteH 

nEOAtSl--. Oi; MY I-IKM AOUBIIUNCE TO TIIK PUINCll^LE OF NOX-l.STKKVENTlON ANn POl'ULAU SOVEUEU S 

n jhe Tern ones,, ivs dofmed in the Kansas-Nebraska act, I should have referred to the de l a in 
\y.A when that act was passcl, and in 1S56 when Mr. Buchanan was elected I>rei.ident onUie dis- 
t,nvt i^^Hueor .NON-iNTKuvENTiON AND roi>iTi.AK SO vEUEio vTv," to show, bv cxtracts from sp(.eohe3 
and l,e public records, what was the Irue construction of the Kansas-Nebraska act, had not the del.atc 
b.. en si.run- ur^m tlie bcnate sudden y, without atlbrding oj.nortnnitv for an examinat on of e 
drl.aty. and public reconfs. J5ut an intelligent and esteemed friend h.as since made ' tl mrou "h 
exuniaiatiou into the whole subject, and has submiUed to me b's report wh ch 1 Seve t be IHir 
and mu.arlial, and which 1 annex to these remarks as an Apj cad ^ ' ' ^ 
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Extract from the report of tLe Committee on Torritories, accompanj'ing 
the Nebraska bill, when first reported to the Senate by Mr. Douglas, 
Chairman, January 4, 1854 : 

''In the jiulgment of your committee, these measures (Compromise measures of 
ISjO) were intcuJed to have a fur more comprehensive and enduring ellect than the 
mere adjustment of the difHculties arising out of the recent acquisition of Mexienn 
teritory. They were designed to establish certain great principles, which would not 
only furnish adequate remedies for existing evils, but IN ALL TIME TO COME, 
AVOID THE PERILS OF A SIMILAli AGITATION, BY WITHDRAWING THE 
QUESTION OF SLAVERY FROM THE HALLS OF CONGJiESS AND TUE 
POLITICAL AREXA, AND COMMITTING IT TO THE ARBITRAMENT OF 
THOSE WHO WERE IMMEDIATELY INTERESTED IN AND ALONE RE- 
SPONSIBLE FOR ITS CONSEQUENCES." 

Extract from the speech of Mr. Douglas, closing the debate in the Sen- 
ate, on the night of the passage of the Kansas-Nebraska act, March 3, 1854: 

"Mr, President, as there has been so much misrepresentation upon this point, I 
must be permitted to repeat, that the doctrine of tiie report of the committee, as 
has been conclusively proved by these extracts, is — 

"First, yViat the whole question of alavcry should be wHii drawn from, the halls of 
Congress and the political arena, and committed tx) the arbitrament of thof^e xcho are 
immcdiatchj interested in and alo7ic responsible for its existence. 

"Second, applying this principle to the JWritories and the new States to be 
foivned therefrom, all questions pertaining to slavery were to be referred to the people 
residing therein. 

"Tliird, Tliat the committee proposed to carry tliese propositions and principle? 
into effect in the precise language of the Conjpromise measures of 1850. 

_ "Are not these propositions identical with the jirinciples and j>rovisions of tlie 
bill on your tabic? If thei'e is a hair's breadth of discrepancy b<.'tween the two, I 
ask any Senator to rise in his place and point it ou* ? Both rest upon the p-eat pr'r,i- 
ciple which for?ns the basis of all our inslilntlons — that the pjeoph are to decide the 
question for themselves, subject only to the Constitution,'''' — {See Appendix Conq. Globe, 
Ut ^.ess. 33c/ Cong., vol 29, 327.) 
■' ^ 

Extract from the remarks of lion. W. A. PaciiARDSox, of Illinois, (wlio, 
as Chairman of the Committee on Territories in the House of llepresenta- 
tives, reported the Kansas-Nebraska bill to that body) January 12, 1856: 

"The Constitution does not, in my opinion, carry the institutions of any of the 
States into any of the Territories; but it affords the same pi-otection there to tiio 
institution of one State as of another. The citizen of Virginia is as much entiv,led 
in tlie common Territory to the protection of his property under the Constitution 
as the citizen of III inois; b>it both, arc dependent iipon the lf.<ii station of the terri'orial 
government for laws to protect their property of whatever kind it may be. Thn.s it will 
be seen that though there may be upon this point a difference theoretically — involving 
ejnestions for judicial decision — yet there is noni\ pra'ciicalh/, anionrj the friends of 
NON-TNtERVKNTION BY CONGP.ESS. AS Till-: PRA(.:TICAL RESULT IS TO 
PLACE TUE DECISION OF THE QUESTIONS IN THE HANDS Oi^' THOSE 
WHO ARE MOST DEEPLY INTERESTED IN ITS SOLUTION, NAMELY, THE 
PEOPLE OF THE TERRITORY, who have made it their home, and whose intcre.-ds 
are the most deeply involved in the character of tlie i?tst/Uutions wider which they are 
io live. It tiiis great prin'-.i]-)le of non-intervcntiou and self-.covcrnmont is w'ronir, 
tlicn indeed the American Revolution was fought in vain, and it is time we cease to 
venerate the memory of the [latrioiic dead who purchased with tlieir fortunes and 
blood tlie free institutions of the several separate, indepen,deiit and coequal Statt.-?, 
forming the Union under which we have so prosperously and happily crown to be 
so great," — {See Congressional Globe, 1st Scss. ZUh Cong., part 1, pages '1'12, 223.) 



12 



Extract from tli<3 Hpeocli of General Lewis Cass, of Miclngan, (now 

Secretary of State of the United States,) in the Senate of the United 

States, May 20, 1854 :, 

"It if4 up hill work, Mr. President, in thia country, for any man, however .splendid 
Im tulenis or coininanding his position, to contend against thi«4 doeti-ino. It landed 
>vitli our fathers upon the beach of .laniestown and tlie Rock of Plymouth, and has 
been treasured m tlieir hearts through all their trials and diflicultiea to this, the great 
day of its glorious consatnation. It has accompanied the pioneers through the passes 
of the llocky Mountains, and has planted itself, with the beloved iiag of our country, 
upon the very shores tliat look out upon China and Japan. 'Oh! squatter sove- 
reignty, whei'e were you then?' emphatically asks its great opponent, alluding to 
territorial history, t was then — may then be answered to this invocation. 1 was 
then in the Declaration of Independence, and I am now, as ever, in the hearts of the 
American people, and am (irmly established in the tables of their law. The rela- 
tions between the Territories aiid the General Government are not well defined by 
the Constitution. 

"There are those, and I am among them, who find no authority in that instrument 
for Congressional action in this matter, and can justify it only from tlie necessity of 
the case. Others contend that the jurisdiction is unlimited; Avhile many, though 
willing to accept a limitation, can with difficulty deiliie it. But wliatever theoreti- 
cal o^)inions may prevail upon this subject, Congress has never practically asserted 
the right of entire legislation; and, indeed, witli some unimportant exceptions, and 
a single important one — the slavery proviso — the internal concerns of the Territo- 
ries have been managed by their local goveriunents. The action of the General 
Government has been mostly confined to organize laws, laying down the principles 
of administration with political privileges, formerly more restricted, but latterly 
much enlarged. 

"iN'ow, here is room for an honest difference of opinion as to the extent of Con- 
gressional legislation. All agree that the initiatory measure of organization should 
be taken by Congress, though unanimity cannot be expected in its details. For my- 
self, 1 cojicede the largest exemption compatible with the relations of the parties 
supreme and subordiruite. But when you come to the a[)pointment of ofliceis to the 
powers of legislation, and to all the otlier questions involved in Apolitical society, 
you toucl'i subjects necessarily giving rise to diversity of opinion. While all has not 
been granted, comparatively little has been withheld. Freedom — the rights of per- 
sons and property — are quite as Avell secured in the Territories as in the States, and 
acts of oppression as raro., and, when happening, just as sure -to be redressed and 
punished. The supervisory power exercises its authority with moderation ; and 
these distant communities find their situation free from practical injurious n^straint. 

"This state of things in its general principles was the very condition of the Ame- 
rican Colonies, when <jur fathei-s claimed non-intervention from British intei rerenee, 
which wus extending itself into all the concerns of life. They did not lose them- 
selves in the mazes of political metaphysics. They did not deny there was a prac- 
tical boundary to a principle, though they could not find a stone wall against which 
to break their heads. They did not claim independence at the commencement of 
the controversy. They did not want it. They conceded to England the just right 
to establish governments, and to exercise a general snpervisoi-y authority over them; 
but they denied to lier the authority to interfere in their internal domestic concerns, 
claiming the riglit to manage these for themselves; and as they could not get, that 
right peaceably, they sought it by arms, and obtained it by such suffering and trials 
as no jieople ever before encountered and survived, '-' hey did not protest against 
the appointment of the governors and sume other oflicers by the Crown, nor against 
the exercise of a general su()erinlending authority by the Parliament. And now, 
when a centur}^ since the commencement of this contest of weakness, and right 
against power and injustice, is fust hastening to its com|>letion, we are gravely told 
by lOiiny citizens of New York, and by the acknowledged exponents of their views 
here, liuit this claim of political exeniption was all a transparf.nt ahain ; and, in af- 
fect, that the patriarchs of the Revolution were ifpioraniusafi ; for, as they did not 
denuuid sovereignty, complete release from British control, they denuinded nothing 
worth having. And, therefore, when a local political community is connecLed in 
bonds of subordination wiih a more general one, and is allowed as groat a measure 
of political freedom, as is compatible with this relation, if it do not aspire to an<i 
obtain coniplele independonce, despotism is better than free local legislation. And 
1 return my thanks to the honorable Senator from Louisiana, (Mr. Bknjamin,) for the 
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eloquent ilUistmtion of tlio true principles whidi we have just heard from him. I 
liatcned to him, ti^i did the Senate, with the deepest interest. 1 have rarely witnessed 
in my Congressional experience an elTort marked willi hightiv j)ou'ers of oratory." — 
{Seo AppvndLc Comjrcsnional Globe, l&t Session, '6'6d Congress, vol. 29, 772.) 

Extract from a speech of Hon. Isaac Toucisr, of Connocticut, (now Sec- 
retary of tlie IS'uvy,) delivered iu the Seuate of the United Stales, March, 
3, 1854: 

It v)as the pri/nciph of non-inlervention xohich Conprcss adopted ; and that prin- 
ciple was carried out during the first thirty j'cars of the Ciuvernment, and until the 
generation upon the stage, when the Constitution was adopted, the me.i who, by 
their votes, adopted it had passed away. I know, sir, that in these factvS of the leg- 
islative history of the country, I am not mistaken ; and if the honorable Senator 
from Ohio applic'l his proposition as to the early ])oIiey of the country to a period 
anterior to the formation of the Constitution, wliich it pcems ho did, 1 should have 
no occasion to say anything upon that subject, because it has nothing to do with the 
policy of this Guveriunent under the Constitution. 1 confine myself to the policy of 
the Government since the adoption of the Constitution ; for h;> that Consiiliition a 
neio polici/ was instilntcd, and the Oonstilution never cmtld Jiavo been adopted, it never 
would have been considered bi/ half the States of this Union, if any principle of 
INTEI{,VJON"rit)N" had been carried into it. .1 repeat, sir, that if the principle of in- 
tervention with this inslitution had been carried into the Constitution it never tvould 
have been adopted, and this Government never looukl have been established. 

*^ Sir, this principle vf n.on-interventio7i is one of the leading principles of the Con- 
stitution.. It is a legitimate inference from the general arrangement of powers be- 
tween the States and the Federal Goveimment."— (/See AppendLc Congressional Globe, 
vol, 29, p. 31G. 

Again, in the Senate, July 2, 1856, Mr. Toucey said : 

"Mr. President, as much has been said on this subject, I dusire to say a word in 
explanation of my vote. The original act is as explicit as it is possible to be. The 
words "subject to the Constitution" make no difference. The original act recognizes 
as in the l^erritorial Legislature, all the poii'er ti)hich tliey can Jiave subject to the Con- 
fstitiUion, and snbjrct to the organic law of the Territory. There is no arnbignitii. It 
is as exolicit as lanc/nage can niake it. The onhi doubt ichich arises is as to the mean- 
ing of the Constitaiion. I'lIAT WE CA.N .NOT Dl^:KliS E ; THAT IS A QUJOsTlON 
EXCLUSIVELY FOR THE JUDICIAL TRIBUNALS."— (.SW^ ApjKndlx Congres- 
^bnal Glcjbe, vol. 33, p. 7 9*7.) 

Extract from a speech of the lion. Howell Cobb of Georgia, (nov/ Sec- 
' retary of the Treasury,) delivered before the people of West Chester, Penn- 
sylvania, September 19th 1S5G, in advocacy of James Buchanan's election 
to the Pi'esidency : 

I stand 'Upon a principle. I hold that the trill of the vnijoriiy of the people of 
Kansas f;Jtould decide this qucsLion; and J say here to-night before this ptcopie and he- 
fore this country, that I, for one shall abide the decision of the people there. J hold 
to the right of the people to S'd.f government. I am. irllting fi)r tliem to decide this 
yuestion. If 1 be a mendjer of Congress when this question shall come before that 
body, if a tiiajority of the people there decide in favor of slavery being a part of 
their instil utions, I shall vote for their admission with theii* ])i'o-slaver\' constitu- 
tion; if, on the other hand, a majority of the people there decide Ihnt liiey do not 
want slavery and present a free-Stale Constitution, I will vote for their admission 
into the Union as a free State in obedience to the voice and will of the people. 
(Ai){)huise,) 1 stand by my princii)les; I intend to carry them out; I eai'e not how 
they operate, I'riiieiples are dearer to me thau-the i-esnlts of an}- election, any con- 
test in Kansas. J w(>/(ld not pdant slavery upon the soil of any i,orli<>n of God\ earth 
against the loill of the jx.ople. The Governnmit of the Unitrd States should not force 
the iusiitulion of s/aocry upon the ptople either cf the " TKnKJTORii>" or of the States 
again.st the ■.•rill of /he peoplf, though my voice could bring about that result. 1 stand 
u|)on tiie principle; — tlie peo|)le (>f my State decide it for themselves, you for your- 
selves, the pt'ople of Kansas fur themselves. (Applause.) That is the Constitution, 
and 1 stand by the Constitution." 

(A gentleman here interrupted Mr. Cobb, with his consent, to inrpiii-e whether he 
meant that the people of the Territory, before forming their constitution, should 
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liavo tlio pov,'Gr t,o oxohido sln\'ery, or that thoy eliould liave the powovto j>fi?stinon 
it wlu'ti lltyy fonn tlioir constitution, lie nlso dosirod the speakci' to exphiin not 
only 111-* vio'.v on the Bubjeot, but nlso tlie view whieh is ndvooated by those who 
Bland witli him in tlie Sontliern Sliit<^s, and support Mr. Buchanan.) 

Jlr. Cobb, roauniing, said : '* FcUow-citizcni?, there never lias been, in all the his- 
tory of this slavery matter, a moi-e p?./ /•(?/// throrelical isHuc, than the one involved in 
the quoptior» yiropounded to ine by my friend, and I Avill show it to you. I' will 
utatc to j/oit ilio jnmtions of the advocates of this doctriiin of non-iiitcriioUio?!., on which 
there are illfercut opiniona hdd ; but J. ivill show you that it is the purcul aLstraction, 
in a practical point of view, that ever was proposed for political discu«.no7i. There are 
those wlio hold that the Constitution carries all the institutions of this* country into 
all the territories of the Union; that slavery, being one of the institutions recog- 
nized b}^ the Cunstitution, goes with the Constitution into the torrltoriiis of tho 
United States ; and that when the territorial government is organized, the people 
have no right to prohibit slavery there, until they come to form a Statu constitution. 
That is what my friend calls " Southern doctrine." There is another class who hold 
that the peojde of the territories, in their territorial state, and whilst acting as a 
territorial legislature, have a right to decide upon the question whether slavery shall 
exist there during their territorial state; and that has been dubbed " squatter sover- 
eignty." Now, you perceive that there is but one point of difference l>et\veen the 
advocates of the two doctrines. Each holds that the people have the right to de- 
cide the (piestion in tlie territory; one liolds that it can be done through the terri- 
torial legislature, and whilst it lius a territorial existence, the other holds that it can 
be done only when they come to form a State constitution. Bct tiiosic avho hold 

'J'lIAT THIC TlvUarroulAL LI'XaSLATUUK CANNOT VASS A LAW PUOniLUTING .SI-AVKUV, AlJlUTTUAT 
■UNLESS TUK THliRITORI AL LEG ISLATUHE I'ASS LAWS FOR ITS I'UOTEOTION, SLAVERY WILL NOT 
GO Tni:Ri:. TnKUlCI'ORE, rHACTICALLV a MA.IOKITY of the I'EOPLE HEPrvirSENTEU IN THE 
'JErJUToiilAL LE<,:1SLATLRE decides the QUESTi(->N. WlIETHKK THEY DEUiHE M' liV I'.ROHllJlT- 
INt; IT, ACC<:>UI)ING TO THE ONE DOCTP.INE, OR 15Y REFUSING TO I'ASS LAWS TO I'RuTECT IT, A3 
CONTENUEP FOR .HY THE OTIIEr. PARTY, IS I.NmATERL'VL. TlIE MAJORITY OF THE PEOPLE BY 
THE ACTION OF THE TERRITORIAL LE(HSLATURE WILL DECIDW THE QUESTION; ANO ALL MUST 

AisiiMJ THE DECISION WHEN ma'dv:. (Grcfit apphiusc.) 

"j^.Iy friend, you observe that — no mutter what the issue wliich is presented — I 
stand upon a principle. Tliore I planted myself in the conHiien<ionu iit of this argu- 
ment — the right of the people to seif-government. I intend to maiiilain it, to stand 
by it, to carry it out, to enforce it. If it o)>erale to the exclusion of tlu' pco{)le of 
my soclioii of the country from these territories, be it so ; it is the Consi it ntion of 
the country, and they have no light to complain. If it operate in tli'.'ir behalf and 
for their protcetion, 1 call upon you to sav, is it not right that thev slior.ld liave the^ 
benefit of it?" ' " " vA.''' 

ExtiTiCts from a speech of the TToii. John C. Breckixridoe, of .Kenttjclcy, 
(how \ i('c-Pre.«idetit of tlie United States,) in the House of Representatives, 
March. 23, 1854: 

'• Br.tif non-intervention by Congress be the principle that underlies the com- 
promise of LSno, then the prohibition of 1R20, being inconsistent witlt that pvineinle, 
should be removed, A^D PEliFPXT X0X-I2^TERVENT10X THUS BE ESTAB- 
LISHED BY LAW. 

AnH.)ng the many misrepresent ations sent to the country hy some of the enemies 
of this bill, perhaps none is nH)re llagrant, th«7> th'- charge that if proj,<,fi<:s to l< nidate 
slaveril info A'chranka and A'anftns. Sir, if the bill contained anch a f '-ature it yonld 
not rcrrine vv/ vote. THE RBJIIT TO ESTABLISir INVOLVES TliE OORlil'LA- 
TIVE RKiirr TO rUOIIlBIT, AND DENYING BOTH, I WOLT.D VOTE FOR 
KEITIIER. I go further, and express the opinion that a clause logishiling .shivery 
into those Territories eoukl not command one Southern vote in tliis House. It is 
due to both sect.ions of the country and to the people, to expose Ihis groundless 
charge. What, then, is the present condition of Nebraska aiid Kansas? Whv, sir, 
there is no goveriuHcnt, no slavtiry, and very little population there ; (for your 
Federal hiv.'s exclude your citizei'.s;) but a law remains on the statute-book forever, 
]H-ohibiting slavery in tiicse Territories. It is proposed simply to take off this pro- 
hibition, but not to mak*.' an enactment in affirmance of slavery there. Now, in tlie 
absciioe of iiny law estaldishiiig slavei'v in tliat region, pi'cviou- to the prohiljiling 
act ; it is too elear foi' di.-^pute, that the repeal of the prohibition lias not the atiii'ina- 
tive eliVct of tixnig slavery in that counti-\-, 77ie effect of the rejical, th< rrft>re, is 
mithcr to cstablii^h nor to cxcludt'^ but to leave the future condition <f ike Territories 
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dependent wholhj upon the action of the inhabitants^ subject only to such limitatiom as 
the Federal (Jonstjtution may impose. But to guard fully agaiust liouost niiscou- 
strnciion, and evcu against lualicious perversion, the language of the bill is per- 
fectly explicit on this point." ir, » * * * 

" Jt will be observed, that the right of the people to regulate in their own waj'', 
all thelv domestic institutions, is left wholly uutouclied, except that whatever is done 
must be done in accordance with the Constitution — the supremo law for us all. 
And the rights of property under the Comtitxdion, as well as legislative action^ is 
proporli/ left to the decision of the Federal judiciary. This avoids a contested issue 
which it is hardly in the competency of Congress to decide, and refers it to the proper 
tribunal." •* * * 

"Then, sir, neither the purpose nor thecIFect of the bill is to legislate slavery into 
Nebraska and Kansas ; but its effect is to sweep away this vestige of Congressional 
dictation on this subject, to allow the free citizens of this Union to enter the conunon 
territory with the Constitution and the bill alone in their hands, and to remit the 
decision of their rights under both, to the courts of the country. Who can go before 
his constituents refusing to stand on the platform of the Constitution ? Who can 
make a ca^e to them of refusing to abide the decision of the courts of the Union?" 

« Xt mt it m if ^ If 

" Sir, T care nothing about refined distinctions or the subtleties of verbal criticism. 
I repeat the broad and plain proposition, that if Congress may intervene on this sub- 
ject, it may intervene on any other, and having thus surrendered the principle, and 
broken away from constitutional limitations, yo\i are driven into the very lap of 
arbiti'ary power. By this doctrine, you may erect a despotism under the American 
eystem. The whole theory is a libel on our institutions. It carries us back to the 
abhorrent principles of British colonial authority, against which we made the issue 
of Independence. I have never acquiesced in this oclious claim, and will not believe 
that it can abide the test of public scrutiny." — {Sec speech of Hon. John C. Bukckin- 
,jatr>G]D, II. of Heps., March 1854, 1st Scss. 3'dd Gomj.^ Appc7idix Cong. Globe, vol. 
/^^,pageUl.) 

r i ' Mr. Breckinridge in a speech at Lexington, Kentucky, in response to 
/ tlie congratulations of his neighbors on bis having obtained the nomination. 
' 'for Vice-President, on Monday June 9, 1856, made the following remarks 
defining his position on the question of popular sovereignty and non-in- 
tervention : 

"Upon the distracting question of domestic slavery, their position is clear. The 
whole power of tiie Democratic organization is pledged to the following propositions: 
THAT COlN'trlJESS tSHALL NOT INTERPOSE UPON THIS iSUBJECT IX THE 
STATES, IN THE TERRITORIES, OR IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ; THAT 
THE PEOPLE OF EACH TERRITORY SHALL DETERMINE THE QUESTION 
FOR THEMSELVES. AND BE ADMITTED INTO THE UNION UPON A FOOTING 
OF PEiiFECT EQUALITY WITH THE ORIGINAL STATES, WITHOUT DIS- 
CRIMINATION ON ACCOUNT OF THE ALLOWANCE OR PllOHIBITION OF 
SLAVER r." 

Extract from a speech of the lion. James L. Oru, of South Carolina, 
(now Speaker of the House,) in the House of Representatives, December 
11, 1S5G : 

"Now I de^;lre the gentleman to understand that the Democratic part}-, Xorth or 
Sontli, do not attach the importance to this issue on squatter sovereignty whicli he 
seems to attacli to it by the attempts he has made to magnify it as tlie cliicf feature 
of the Nebraska-Kansas bilk The great object fought to be accomjAished in the in- 
troduction and passage of that bill was this: the continual agitation of the slavery 
question wvton the floors of Congress had produced discord and dissension here; it 
had {dieiiiiU.Ml the different parties of the Confederacy from each otlier, and was 
threatening the existence of the Government itself; and hnicc it was tJioiujht best by 
a riiajnrity Utc vf'iubers of Congress, in 1S54, to tram^fcr as far as po.ssihlo, this 
agiJ.iiC/on frron the Halls of Congress to the Territories thcmsr.lvcs. Jlericc, the great 
and leading feature in that bill icas, to transfer the legislation and. pov^r of Congress 
on (Jir slaiyrg, and all other sidtjccts, to the Territorial legislatures, and I' t tJi-:: popular 
v:tll t!t-:r-', "'hip^ and form the lav:y- for their oirn govrrnnifnt ir'/thi.ti'J. r^'st riction^ save 
the pi-'viffo thai such legislation shoidd be consistent vAth the Constitaliort and g':noral ^ 
lav:s <f the United States. / 
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•'This wfts llio grcnt idea in the legislation of 1854 and it has been endorsed in 
the Into election by the people. 

"Mow, T adrnit/that there is a difTerence of opinion amongst Dctnocrats as to 
whether this feature of squatter sovereignty be in the bill or not. But the f/rcat 
point upon which thfi Dnnocratic party at Cincinnati rented loas, that (he (jovcrmnent 
of the Territories had been tranaferred from Conyreas, and carryinrj out the spirit and 
genius of our inHtiiution a had been given to the people of the Territories. I am one 
of those "who do not believe in the doctrine of squatter sovereignty. I do not be- 
liievc that the Kansas-Nebraska bill establishes or recognises sijuattei' sovereignty 
within tlic limits of the Territories of Kansas and Nebraska: and the process of 
reasoning by which I reach that result is, that I see no authority in the Constitution 
of the United States which authorizes Congress to pass the Wilmot proviso or any 
anti-slavery restrictions in the Territories; and I do not apprehend how Congress 
not having the power itself can create an authority and invest a creature Avith 
greater power and authority than it possesses itself. I know there arc other gentle- 
men belonging to the Democratic part}' who think that the Territorial Legialaturea 
arc invested with authoi'ity to prohibit or introduce slavery within the Teri-itories. 

"But, the gentleman from Tennessee, (Mr. Smith,) the otiier day struck the true 
point in this controversy and it takes all the wind out of the sails of my friend 
from Kentucky, and leaves him high and dry upon land; and I invite his attention 
to the statements and arguments in reference to it. 

"I say, although [ deny that squatter sovereignty exists in the Terrilories of 
Kansas and Nebraska by virtue of this bill, it is a matter pracficnlli/ of little consc- 
gucnce whether it docs or not ; and I think I shall be able to satisfi/ the gentleman of 
that. The gentleman knoivs that in every slavcholding community of this Union we 
JlcLvc local legislation and local police rcgidations appertaining to that institution 
wiihotit which the institution woidd not only be valueless but a curse to the community ; 
without them the slaveholder could not enforce his rights wlien invaded by others; and 
if you had no local legislation fur the purpose of giving protection, the institution, 
would be of no value. I can appeal to every gentleman upon this floor who represents 
a slaveholdincf constituency to attest the truth, of rehat I have stattd upo7i (hat point. 

"NOW, TilE LEGISLATIVE AUTIfORlTY OF A TERRITORY IS INVESTED 
WITH A DISCRETION TO VOTE FOR OR AGAINST LAWS. We think they 
ought to pass laws in every Territory, when the Territory is open to settlement and 
slaveholders f/o there to protect slave fjroperfi/. But if theij declhie to pass sncJt laws 
what is (he remedi/? NONli), SIR. IF THE MAJ(3R1TY OF THE I'EOFLE ARE 
OPPOSED TO THE INSTITUTION, AND IF THEY DO NOT DESIRE IT IN- 
GRAFTED UPON THEIR TERRITORY, ALL TIIEY HAVE TO DO IS SIMPLY 
TO DECLI^n^. TO PASS LAWS IN THE TERRITORIAL LEGISLATURE FOR 
11^ PROTECTION AND THEN IT IS AS WELL EXCLUDED AS IF THE 
POWER WAS INVESTED IN THE TiiRRITORIAL LEGISLATURE TO PRO- 
HIBIT IT. jVow;, I ask the gentleman rehat is the practical importance to result from 
the agitation and discussion of this question as to whether squatter sovereignity does or 
docs not exist ? Praclicnlly it is a matter of little mo7ne7it." — {See Speech of Hon. 
Jas. L. Orr, of South Carolina., H. of Rep., .Dec. 11, 1850, '6d Sess. Mth Congress; 
Cong. Globe, pages 103, 104.) 

Extracts from a speech of Hon. A. H. Stepiieks, of Georgia, delivered 
in the House of Representatives, February 17, 1854 : 

" The whole question of slavery or no slavery was to be left to the people of the Ter- 
ritories, whether north or south of W .30', or 'ant/ other line. THE QUl^STION Vf AS 
TO BIC TAKEN OUT OF.CONGRESS, WHERE IT HAD BERN IMPROPERLY 
THRUST FROM THE BEGINNING, AND TO BE LEFT TO THE PEOPLE CON- 
CERN l^^D IN THE jSIAlTER TO DECIDE FOR THEMSELVES. This, I say, was 
the posilion originally held b}' the South when the Missouri restriction was at first 
proposed. The principle upon which that position rests, lies at the very foundation of 
all our republican institutions : it is that the citizens of every distinct and separate 
comm unitii or State should have the righ t to govern themselves in their domestic matters 
as they please, and that they should he free fronn the intermeddling rrstrictions and 
arbitrary dictation on such matters from O'ny oilier power or G overnment in ichich 
they have no voice. It was out of a violation of this very princii>le to a great extent 
that the war of the Revolution sprung. The Soutli was always on the republican 
side of this question, while Ihe North — no; or, at least, I will not say the entire 
North, for there Iiave always been some of them with the South on this question; 
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but I will ti(i\\ wliile ii mnjorlti/ of the North, under the Free-soil, lontl of that section, 
up to the Bot'tleiiiciii o*' the ecjiitept in 1850 — were on tiie opposite oicle. 

"The doetrini' of tlie Jirstrictionistii or Frec-Hoilorf, or those that hold that Con- 
gress oufxht. to impose their arhitrnry jnandatcs upon the people of t,he Territories in 
this pnriic'iilar, wlicihcr the ]»oople*he willing or unwillintr, is the doetrin(; of Lord 
North and his adliet ents in the liritish I'arlianient, towards the eoloiiies, during his 
ndniinistration. lie and they claitned the right to govern the territories in 'all 
cases whaisoever,' not withstanding the want uf reprci-entntion on their part. Tho 
doctrine of tlio South upon this question has been, and is, l.lie doctrine of the Whigs 
in 1770 and 177(5. It involves tlie princi))le that the citizens of every community 
shoidd have a voice in their government. This was the doctrine of the people of 
Boston in 177.'), when the response was made throughoiit the colonies — 'The cause 
of Boston is the cause of us all.' And if there be any hoi'o now wlio call themselves 
Whigs, arrayed airainst this great j'trinciple of republican (government, I will do to- 
wards them as linrke did in l^ngland. 1 will apjieal from 'the new to the old 
Wliiirs.' 

"This, sir, is what is called tlie Compromise of ISnO, i?o far as this territorial 
question is conccnie,'i. It was adopted after the ]iolicy of dividing territory be- 
tween the two soctions. North and South, was wholly abandoned, discarded, and 
spurned by the North. It wan bancd upon the tndi/ rcpitblicav, and notional policy 
of takiu'.} thin djxiniiniii/ element aid of Conc/res.% and lenvi'txj the whole (juestion 
of slaver 1/ in tlic Territories to the pcojde there to nettle it for tht:mf<elves. And 
it is in vindication of that neiv principle — thcji established for the first time in the 
history of our Government — in the year 1850, the middle of the nineteenth century, 
that v:e. the friends of the A'cbraska bill, u'hvther from the North or South, now call 
upon this House and the country, to carry out, in good faith, and. give effect to the 
spirit and. intent of those important measures of territorial leyislation " — {See Ap' 
pendix (Jong. Globe, 1st Session 33c? Congress, volume 2^), page 105.) 

Mr. Steitiens again expressed bis views on this subject, in the House of 
Representatives on ilte iVtli of January, 1856, as follows: 

"Now, sir, as I have stated, I voted for tliis bill, leaving the whole matter to the 
people to set tle for themselves, subject to no restriction or limitat ion but t he Consti- 
tution. Vv^ilh this distinct iiudei'Standing of its import and moaning, and with a 
*determination that the existence of this power being disputed and doubted, it would 
be better and much more consistent with our old time republican priviciides, to let 
the people settle it, than for Congress to do it. And allliough my own opinion is 
that the peoj)le, under the limitations of the Constitution, liave not tlie i-ightful 
power to exclude slavery- so long as they remain in a territorial condition, yet I am 
willing that they niay determine it for themselves, and when they ]ilease. I. 
SHALL NKVLll A'T'OATIVE AIS'Y LAW TWiZY aMAY PASS, IF IT tS THE RE- 
SULT OF A FATll Ll-GISLATIVE EXPRESSION OF THE POPULAR WILL. 
NEVER! I am inlling that the Territorial Legislature may act upon the :<i.ibjrct vhen 
and how they may think proper,^' — {See Appendix to the Cong. Globe, 1st Sessiori ZAih 
Cingress, Vol. .i'6, page 02.) 

Extract from the speech of the Hon. J. P. Benmamin, of Louisiana, de- 
livered in the Senate, on tlie 25th of May, 1854: 

"T find, then, that tlus bill, retracing the steps of Federal legislation so far as it 
interfei'ed with this siihject from the year 1820 to tlie present time, pi-opos-es to go 
back to the ti-nditions of the fathers. It proposes to put t,his Congress in the posi- 
tion occupied Ity every Congress up to the year 1820. It proposes to announce, as a 
principle to the people of tlie United States that th". General Government is not to 
legislate at all upon, this (jnexiioii of slaverf/. Jt is notulo lefjinlate to extend it ; it is 
not to legiMaie to prohibit it ; IT IS A FORBIDDEN SUliJl'^CT. The famivg sword 
ought to giiard all a<'e< ss to if. Ko imptious foot oiigJit .to endeavor to tread vithin its 
sacred precincts. T/iat is the principle ichich J fnd in this bill, "nd that is the prin- 
ciple tcliic/i 1 11'isJi to see established in the countrji ; and vlnn. it sJiall have been, estab- 
lished, it vhII be in vain for fanatics, either North or South, to endeavor to create any 
pjeraianent errcitcmeitt in the minds of the Ajnerican people. The aliment i? gone. 
You niay light the flame, but the fuel will be wantiiitr. It will die out of itself. 
And then, and t.hen alone shall we be able to bear putiently with ilie taunts thrown 
out this day by the Senator from Ohio; then alone sshall we be able to liear with 
composure his threat that his war-cry is issued against the South, from this time 



18 



forwnvfl, nnd tlint nil his energies will be devoted to repealing thia bill, and over* 
throwintj the principles upon -vvliich it i» based. 

"Lcl/llio Ainerioftu people iiuderstnnd this subjeet in its true bearing; let the 
North once be disabused of the false impression that the South desires any ad- 
vantage over it, or any unequal share of the privileges of the Government; let our 
friendsi in the Northern States oneo bo convinced that all we ask and desire is the 
simple privilege of being let alone; and can we ask leas? Bleat or cursed, as you 
please, with an institution which we find established among us when Ave were born, 
and wliich will probably exist when we descend to our graves, an institution which 
is so firmly knit among us that it cannot be torn out without tearing u|> the very 
heart-strings of society, is it wonderful, is it unreasonable, is it not most reasonable, 
that we should ask gentlemen IVom other sections of the Confederacy simply to let 
lis alone WK ASK OP YOU TME PASSAGE OF NO LAW; AVE ASK OF 
YOU THE ENACTMENT OF ISO STATUTE, ANY FUilTHEll THAN TO PUT 
US BACK .lUST IN THAT POSITION OCCUPIED BY OUK FATHERS WHEN 
THEY ACTED UPON THE PRINCIPLE WHICH WE NOW INVOKE, OF 
LEA\'ING EACH SECTION OF THE CONFEDERACY FREE TO ESTABLISH 
AND MAINTAIN ITS OWN INTERNAL DOMESTIC INSTITUTIONS AND 
PROMOTE ITS OWN HAPPINESS AS IT SEES PROPER. Here is then a sec- 
ond great principle which I see in this bill, and for the establishment of which, I 
say, as other Senators have said upon this Uoor, I will sacrifice this omendment and 
e. thousand others like it. 

" But this is not all. The Senator from Georgia (Mr. Toomus) to-day apoke of a 
tbird principle, and he anticipated me in that respect. Tlwre is the f/reat funda- 
wmtat princKplc of American libcrti/ contained in the providonfs of the hill. It is 
thai principle vhicli laid the foundation of American independov.cc. It in that prin- 
cijde for the edabliahnent of which we owe so many blessings to the viemor}/ of our 
revolufionari/ sirrs — a>/, sir, to our ante-revolutionari/ aires. Thcji first planted on 
this coutlnoU the (/erm which has (froion up into a lofti/ tree, thai wiUt its spreading 
branches overshadows and protects the nation. The>/ fr.'st enunciated in the face of 
the civil /zed worlds inthejace of the then almost omnipotent Emjlii'.h Parliament, tlie 
princ/jile that man had a right to self-governme?it. They first declared that it wa^ 
against the inherent rights of vianlcind for a government to hgislate for the local in- 
terests of a distani depcndoLcg. They declared — and it is upon that your liciiolution 
is founded — that the people of the United States, although colonial dependencies of 
Great Britain, were entitled to representation in the British Parliament, or to be cx-^ 
oneral"d from thr duties of British subjects. ALL THAT IS ASKED NOW IS THE 
EXTENSION OF THIS SAME PRINCIPLE TO THE TERRITORIES OF THE 
UNITED STATES. Here, then, is another third great principle, it. is a great meas- 
ure of conciliation between conflicting opinions in difl'erent parts of tlie confederacy 
conflicting opinions which have found their enunciation upon tliis floor. The hon- 
orable Senator from Michigan, (Mr. Cass,) in a speech replete with sound ai'gument 
and true Republican )>rineiples, the force of Avhich it would be diflicult to answer, 
has advocated in this Senate the doctrine that there is an inherent riglit under the 
Constitution of the United States, in the people of the Territories to govern them- 
selves. He denies the constitutional power of Congress to legislate &)V those Terri- 
tories. The Senator from Indiun.a, (Mr. Pettit,) and the Senator from North Caro- 
lina, (Mr. Bauohr,) difl'or in opinion from him; but as the Senator from Georgia 
said t,his morning, both agree that it is unwise to exercise the power in contradie- 
tion to the will of the people, even if we admit its existence. Wo Ji'ul, tJien, that 
this principle of the ijulependcncc and self-government of the people in tlit distant 
Terrilories of the Confederaci/, harmonizes all these conjlictinq opinions, and. enables 
us TO IJANISIL FROM Ti'lE HALLS OF CONGRESS ANOTHER FERTILE 
S0UR(.:E OF DISCONTENT AND EXCITEMENT."— (."?ce .d/>/ye7a//.^- Cong. Ulobe, 
1st Sess., 83(Z Cong., vol. 29, page 767.) 

Extract from the speech of Hon. J. M. Mason, of Virginia, in the Senate 
of the United States, May 25, 1854 : 

"Tiien, Mr. President, where do we stand? Here is a bill repealing and forever 
annnlliiig a moa.~\n"e always odious to the South, and offensive to its honor, volun- 
tarily brought forward from a ([uarter wb.cre the majority resides; a)id is /he South 
to reject it becrnise it contains aho, an incidental policy on a ditj'erenl principle, v.ihieh 
tre do j/nt approve;' Pur one, sir, irith. a clear, wihesitating jndgnuni , I an ■'are r^ NO! 

"]\Ir. Prc^-idont, I am not going to discuss this question of squatter sovei'eiu'ntv, on 
which my honorable friend from Michigan, (Mr. Cvss,) appears to be so very sensitive 
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I do not roooffinzc the in1ml)itftn(,s of a Torvitory na a political oomnninily at all. 
TliG vopy net of Ooiiij;rv:ss which provides a govcniniont. I'or the Territory in a nciralion 
of the riiflit of tlie inhabitants to do it for thcnisolves. They ai'O jnore ()C(.'\i)»ni)t8 of the 
public donmii), nothing else. And it has been only bocali?o Congress deemed it ex- 
pedient to g'ive them a riglit of legislation, reserving to itself a power of revision, 
that the Territories have any political existence whatever. But vlirn Con<irrf<s dele- 
ijatc the pouHir to thnii, it u a 7uoro del oq at ion, and how Conarcss iticaHiir<-s it out is a 
matter of llXlMa:)! I'lNOY, "NOT OF PIUNCIPLE. And front the cxpcricvcr which 
tho Southern Status have had of the tendencies of (JovAjren^ heretofore, oh the sidiject of 
davery, 1 do not know that we may not quite an safely trust the people, come from 
xcherc they may, a« the Gonf/retis of the United States, with that institution. 

"I say, then, Mr, ]'residcnt, to sum up, this bill is objectionable in some of its 
features, it ia true, ft is objectionable in that feature of it, for one, -which d.oeit not 
deny to the people, the riyht to legislate on the subject of slavery. It is objection- 
able in that clause of it which provides, that foreigners — tiioso not naturali/.ed — shall 
participate in tho political power of the Territory. These, however, are qurstions of 
expediency alone. There is no principle, far less any constitutional laxe, involved in 
them ; and if ive can yet the other and hiyher principle established on your statute-book, 
that henceforth power is denied to the Ccnqress of the United States to leqislale for th» 
exdusion'of slavery P>Y YIELDING THE Q,UEST10N OF EXI'EDIEISCY, I'do not 
think we shall be rebuked for a BAD BARGAIN." — {Sec vol. 2'^, Appendix Cong, 
Globe, pjage 7^4.) 

And again, on the lltli December, 1856, Mr. Mason said : 

"I wish to make an explanation in which I have more interest than anybody else, 
in reference to some renmrlvs on this very topic which w-ore interpolated into the 
debate at the time when the Senator from" Maine (Mr. Ekssenden) occupied the floor, 
and Vi^hich seem to have been t;he subject of misrepresentation. Tiiese remni-ks were 
in referenec to the much disputed question of squatter sovereignty. It has Vieen sup- 
posed, not only in the Senate, but elsewhere, that I mean to admit a power in terri- 
torial legislation to prohibit slaverj' in a Territoiy. The remarks which I made, 
may have been for all that I know, correctly reported in the Globe. I did not revise 
them. Here tliey are: 

"The territorial government was so organized there, as to admit cit izens of all the 
States, whetiier free or slave, to take their ]')roperty into the Territ.oriop ; and wlien 
they organized tlicmsclves, or were organized un4er tlie law, into a legislative body, 
tlien to determine for themselves, whether tliis institution should exist amongst them 
or not. The specific dilference is, that under the Kansas law, citizens from the 
slaveholdiiig States might go into the Territory with their property ; citizens from 
the free States might go there, holding no such propert;y, and when they got there, 
and rjiet in common council as a legislative body, they should determine whether the 
institution should prevail-; w-hereas, the party which the honorable Senator is now 
representing iiere, declares that in the organic law creating the government in the 
Territory tb.ere shall be a prohibition iji limine that uo slaves shall go there." 

"These rennirks had reference to the subject matter of a previous debate, and to 
positions I then maintained ; but occupying the floor by the courtesy of li- j Senator 
entitled to it, 1 was necessarily brief, arid may have left ray meaning obscurt\ 

"The previor.s debate liad reference to the issues raised by the Kansas- Jvebraska 
bill, and v:h(H I infend' d to sav, and, in a more elaborate form, vonld. hiiva Knid, was 
this, that those with whom 1 act, HAVE UNIFORMLY 'DENIED ANY PoV.'ER 
WlI ATKVEli IN C()NGRESS, TO LEGISLATE ON THE SUBJECT OF SLAVERY 
IN THE TE!iRlT( )R1ES. "Jlie Kansas tii/l iras intended to deleyale to the orcupards 
of the T''rriti>ries whatever power Congress possessed over all sutjeels of rii/h/ fn! I'yisla- 
tion ; but o'' eoin-se, it could delegate no more; and when we denied tliat Congress 
]>o?5essed any power to legislate on the subject of slavery', we of conrsc denied tJiutthe 
Territorial loj^islatAire could have it, because Congress could not delegate whni ii does 
not possess. I did not amplify to show what tiie Kansas bill shows on its face that, 
in order to make the meaningmorespeeific, thepower to legislate on anv snbject, was 
by tlie t crios of the ])ill referred to the Constitution ; and express power was yiven by an 
appeal to the Sapye)nc Court, to d''lcrminc whether the legislature coul'l, or could 7i.ot 
rihffulfi/ legislate on the subject of slavery. I could not occupy the time wliieh belonged 
to tlie Senui or from ]\Iaine, to elaborate the idea ; but I referred to the Kansas l)ilT tx) 
determine what power was conceded, and, of course, when we determined as our 
judgment that the ConstituVion gave to Congress no power to legislate on the sub- 
ject of siavei-y, it followed that the bill could not delegate such power to a Tcrri- 
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toriftllcgisliitui'e; but, ns on the other side, it was claimed that Conf^ross did possosa 
the powoi* ; tko bill iintnodUiloli/ referred the quesUtm to tho CouKtilntion, and the 
JUDICIARV where wc had been \ilwa>/s willmff to nend it. 1 dcsiix-d to say this only, 
that I might not be, as i have been tnisiiitei'jjrotod. I am indebted to the eoui'tesy 
of the Senator iVoui New IJainpsliire in yielding ine the tloor for this purpose." — {See 
Cong, (/lobe, 'dd Hens., '6'6d Comj., paije ii'i.) 

Extract froiri a speech of the Hon. James A. Bayaiid, of Delaware, in 
the Senate of the LJuited States, May 25, 1854 : 

"The honorable Senator froni Louisiana (Mr. Benjamin,) stated three princijjle^ 
as embodied in the bill. In the first place it repeals an ideal arbitrary line which 
tended to create and foster sectional differencies in the country. I admit that it 
does that. But is that a principle or is it merely a repeal of an act of Congress 
which may be agaiti enacted, and which whether repealed or permitted to remain, 
will have no practical effect on the future political condition of the country to 
which it applies, whether afi States or Territories? THE SKCONl), THAT IS 
TIIK (JIUCAT PIUXCIPLE OK THE BILL, IS THE RENUNCIATION BY 
OONORESS OF ALL AUTHORITY TO LEGISLATE IN UEflARD T(^ THE 
INSTITUT10>r OK SLAVERY, EITHER FOR ITS ESTAMIdSlLMENT OR ITS 
PROIIl IJITK'JN", b''>jo)i.d ihe tioo articles contaiiicd in the Oonstllidwu nihieli delegate 
two e.cprenN potnerN iu relation to daveri/, one to prohibit the daoe trade and the second 
to proolde for the redamntion of fiujitiee daves who may esca.pe into oilier States where 
slaver;! is not recof/niwil 6// laio. 

" I agree with t he honorable Senator from Louisiana as to the impoi-tanee of this 
principle; it seems to include within it the necessity for the repeal of the Missouri 
Compromise line, 'fhe honorable Senator from Virginia, (Mr. Mason,) assumes sub' 
staJitialli/ the snine p/osition, placinf/ the importance of the bill on ih.e sinr/lc (/round 
that it establishes the principle of NON-INTERVENTION BY CONGRESS ivith the 
imtitation of slaocrg in the TERRITORIES, as well as the States of this Union. 
Mr. President I consider that an important principle ; and if I supposed that the effect 
of this bill would ba TO P.EMOVE FROM 'THE HALLS OF CONGRESS ALL AGI- 
TATION IN RE(;AR.f) TO THE QUESTION OF SLAVERY HEREAFTER; if 
I supposed that it v>ould burg fomjer hereafter this lohole question of abolition, Iioould 
sacrifice almost ang of the otiier opinions which I ottertai^t in order to vote f yr the 
bill.'' — [See Appendix (Jong. (Jlobe^ vol. 20, p.^ilo.) 

Extract from remarks of the Hon. George E. Badger, of North Caro- 
lina, ill the SeiiHte of the United States, on the 15th February, 1854: 

" The clause as it sta-nds is ample. It .submits the wh-ole author it g to the Territory to 
determine for itsdf. That, in mi/ judgemnt, is the place wJi.ere it ouqhi to be put. IF 
THE PE()PLE OK THE TERR'iTORIES CHOOSE TO EXCLUD'E SLAVERY SO 
FAR FROM CONSIDERING IT AS A WRONG DONE TO iME OR TO MY CON- 
STITUENTS I SHALL NOT COMPLAIN OF IT. IT IS THEIR BUSINESS." 
(See Cong. Globe, 1st Sess., 'iSd Cong.^ vol. 28, Part 1, page 422.) 

Ag;iii), 0)1 the 2J of March, 1854, Mr. Badger said : 

"Mr. President, tlie matter is clear. Some of us think — the distinguished Senator 
from Mieliigan (Mr. Cass) is of opinion — that to the people of tiie territories alone 
belonG;s tliis power. Now I do not agree with him, 1 think Avith t!ie honorable Sen- 
ator fi'om Indiana (Mr. PinTrr,) that Congress has ]>lenary powei- of government to 
legislate over tlu'se terrilorios. But with regard to ''hat (jncsfitni we have agreed — 
so}ne of us because we thought it the onlg right viodc, oiul some because we think it a 
right mode, and under exist iu-q circumstances the pref rable mode — TO CONFER THIS 
POWER UrON TLiE PEOPLE OF THE TEIUilTORJ.ES.''— (*bVe Jyv/x/u/u; 6W- 
gressio)ud (Jlob'\ vol. 29, page 287.) 

Extract from a speecli of the lion. Mr. Pettit, of Indiana, (lately ap- 
pointed Chief Justice of Kansas,) in the Senate or the United States, on the 
20th February, J 854 : 

"Tiiere is one provision in this bill however, which in order that the bill may 
harmonize with j^rovisions already adopted upon that subject, it would seem to me 
ought ti) 1)0 strii.-ken out. It will be recollected that the people are exprrsslg afUhor- 
ized to legislate ii.pon all subjects whatsoever, slavery incluxPd. Theg may eit/ier es- 
tablish or abolish it at their pleasure and at their xo'ill if the (Constitution of the JJni' 
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fed Slates allows it. Such is my under (Standing of it and such is mj, desire thai it 
ahould be. Hut to make the question plainer and" clearer and to ri J it of nil difli- 
cultief), I will suggest, if I. do not move, the striking out of tlic following provisiou in 
the sixth section : 

"'That all laws passed by the Assembly, and approved by the Governor, shall be 
submitted to the Congress of the United States, and if disapproved shall be null and 
of none olFect.' 

'il/// desire in to nalltori?/; the people of the territory/ to lerfislafa upon all Icgiti- 
mate suhjeetii of Icyislntion, without let or hindrance bi/thin Uovernment.^ " — {See Appen' 
dir. to Conyressional Globe, \st session^ d\id Coni/ress, vol. 20, page 212.) 

The provision referred to by IVIr. Pettit in reference to the laws being disapproved 
by Congress was subsecjuently stricken out. 

Extract from a speeob of the Hon. A. P. Butler, of South Carolinn, de- 
livered in the United States Senate, Marcii 2, 1854. (See Appendix Con- 
gressional Globe, 1st Session, 33d Congress, vol 29, page 292.) 

" ]!ion\ T belitn<c tJiat under the provisions of this bill and of the Utah and Kcin 
Mcxii'o billf, Uicre will be a perfect carte blanchr. (jiven to the J erritorial Leglslalure 
to le(/is((il.(j as thct/ inaii fhin.k proper. I am wUlin<j, as I .said before, to trust the dis- 
crctiou and honest!/ and good faith of the people upon whom, we devolve this power; 
but I can never consent that they can take it of themselv«'S, or that it belongs to 
them without delegating it; for I think they are our de])uties — limited controllable 
deputies, not squatter sovereigns. I am willing to say that the people of the Terri- 
tories of Nebraska and Kansas shall be deputed by Congress to pass such laws as may 
be within their constitutional competency to pass, and nothing more. Is not that 
an honorable, fair, liberal trust to an intelligent ]>eople? I am willing to trust them, 
I have been willi7ig to trust them in Utah and New Mexico, lohere lite Mexican law 
prevailed, and I am willing to trust them in Nebraska and Kansas, where the French 
law, according to the idea of the gentleman, mag possiblg be revived." 

Extract from a spc-'ech of the Hon. R. M. T. Hunter, of Virginia, de- 
livered in the United States Senate, February 24, 1854 : 

"The bill provides that the Legislatures of these Territories shall have power to 
legislate over all rightful subjects of leijislation, consistently with the Constitution, 
And if theg sJinuld assume powers which are thought to be inconsistent with (he Con- 
stitulion, tlic cov)rls will decide that question wherever it mag be raised. There is a 
difference of opinion among the friends of th'.s measure, as to the extentof the limits 
which the Constitution imposes upon the Territorial Legislatures. 7his bill proposes 
to leave these difercnces to the decision of the courts. To that tribunj^l I am wdling 
to leave this decision, as it was once before proposed to be left by the celebrated 
compromise of the Senator from Delaware, (Mr. Clayton,) a measure which, accord- 
ing to my understanding, was the best compromise v/hich was offered upon this sub- 
jf'ct of slavery. 1 say, then, that I am willing to leave this point, upon which the 
friends of the bill arc at dilT'erence, to the decision of the courts." — (6V6' Appendix 
Cong. Globe, \si Sess., 33<Z Cong., vol. 20, p. 224.) 

Extracts from a s})eech of the Hon. Robert Toombs, of Georgia, in the 
Senate of tlie Unit<^d States, February 28, 1850 : 

"AVe who passed tliis Kansas bill, both at tlie Tvorth and the Soutli, intend to 
maintiun its principles; we do not intend to be driven from them by clanun- uor by 
assaults, ii<>r by falsehoods, nor by any ot,her invention of its faithless and impotent 
assailiints. These principles we expound foi' oui-selves. We intend. Ilmt the actual 
bo7ia fide. Settlers of Jumsas shall be p^rofected in the full exercise of all the rif/hts of 
freemen ; that unawed and uncontrolled theg shall freely, and rf their onn vill, legis- 
late for (hemselvrs to every extent allowed by the Constitution, v:Jiile they have a Terri- 
torial (jot'ernnient, and when they shall be in a condition to come into the Union, and 
may desii'c it, that they shall come into the Union with whatever republican con- 
stitution they uiay pi-efer and adopt for themselves; that in the exercise of these 
rights they shall be protected against insurr^'ction from within nnd invasion from 
without. The rights are accorded to them without any refcreuen to the result, arid will 
be maintained, in my opinion, by the South and the North. I stood upon this ground 
in the passage of the bill ; I shall maintain it with fidelity and honx/r to the last ex- 
tremiiij." '* * * * #'* * * * 
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" At^aiiist all these conflicting efl'oi'ts and opinions, the fi'iendeof tlio Constitution, 
justice, ami equality have hitherto held, and will continue to hold, the scales of jus- 
'tico oven and unshaken. We still tell all the owners of this public domain to enter 
and enjoy it, both in the North and the South, with property of every sort, exorcise 
the full powers of American freemen ; LICGISLATE FOR YOURSELVES TO ANY 
AND EVKRV EXTENT, AND UPON ANY AND EVERY SUBJECT ALLOWED 
BV OUK. COM-MON CONSTITUTION. The Federal Government will protect you 
aaiainat all who attempt to disturb you in tlie exercise of these Invaluable rights; and 
when you have become powerful and strong enough to bear the burdens, and desire 
it, we Avill admit you into the family of sovereigns without reference to your opinions 
and your action lipon African slavery. Decide that question for yourselves, and -vve 
will sustain your decision, because it is your'right to make it. This is the policy of 
the Kaunas bill ; it wrongs no man — no section of our common country." — {Sec Ap- 
pendix Conrj. Olohc^ \st iicss.y Z-ith Cong., vol, 33, 7?. 116.) 

In alluding to the same subject in the Senate, on the 9th of July, 1856, 
Mr. Toombs ftovxin said : 

I thouriht it iMH thr duty of the Govcryvnent to protect slave properly in the Tern- 
iories nufil thri/ sh.mdd conic into the Union as States, and then let them do as they 
pleased. There was not a largo party to sustain this doctrine ; bid J believed it icas 
rlffhl then, and believe so now. But a lah/e portion of the South and a great iinniber 
of (he North, true national men, said: 'LET US LEAVE THE PEOPLE OF THE 
TERRITORIES TO PASS ON THIS AND ALL OTHER DOMESTIC RELATIONS 
AS FAR AS THE CONSTITUTION WILL ALLOW." I AGREED TO IT. 
CongrcHs adopted it a7id incorporated it into the bills of 1S50. The Senator from 
Maine says it is not there. 1 offer hira this evidence: three-fourths of the Senate, 
and those who supported those measures, say it is there. He has opposed both, but 
he undertakes to construe our meaning for us. I do not consider him a good ex- 
pounder of otliers creeds." — {See Appmidix Cong. Globe, 1 Scss., 3-i Gong., vol. 33, 
p. SIQ ") 

Extrncts from the speech of Hon. S. A. Smith, of Tennessee, deHvere<.l 

in the llousc of Representatives, June 25, 1856: 

"The controlling minds in that hour (1S50) wliich tried the strength of the band 
which binds us, (Cass, Clav, axd WiiBsriiR,) found no solution of the problem which 
they wore compelled to solve, but in the great fundamental principle which relieve-d 
our fathers from like di/Hculties in the formation and adoption of the Constitution 
itself. 

"For twenty years this question had agitated Congress and the country without 
a single betiotieial result. They resolved that it .shoiddbe transferred from, these halls, 
that all 'unconftfitnfional restrictions slnndd be removed, and thai the people slionkl dc- 
ttrminc for th.cinselves the character of their local and domestic instihdions nnd^r 
which the>i wore to lire, WITH PRECISELY THE SAME RIGHTS, BUT NO 
GREATER THAN THOSE WHICH WERE ENJOYED BY THE OLD THIR- 
TEICN STAT1-:S. 

"Excitement Avas intense and clamor loud, but the sober judgment of the people 
ratified the constitutional action of tlieir representatives. 

" 7h ]S')4 tJie sanif question was presented when the vecessity arose for the orqan.iza- 
Hon. of the Trrrilorirs of Kansas and Xrbra^ka, AND THE' IDENTICAL I'llINCI- 
PLE'WAS AFPLIED for its solution. I. for one, as a Southern man, did 
not accept it w'wXx reference to any result which it might probably produce. 1 ac- 
cepted it heeause it was constitutional, Just, and safe. I accepted it because 1 be- 
lieved it to he the only principle which could secure the legitimate rights of all 
sections of the Union. It had not merely t,he convictions of my own judgment to 
sustain it, i)ut it had the sanction of the pati'iotism and wisdom of the Revohitionary 
fathers, //" this great principle of popular sovereignty be jui^tly carried on' and sa- 
credly mnintai.n''d, it vnll give in time to come what we have enjoyed in the past — union, 
strength, prosprrity, and happiness. If it be struck down by passion, fanaticism or 
sectional prejudice, in cither section of the Confederation, I will not permit myself 
to contemplate the woes that await ns." ****** 

" 1 say here, as a Southern num, and I bolieve the sentiment will be sanctioned 
by nearly every Southei-n representative on this floor, that if a bill were introduced 
in Congfoss to establish slavery in Kansas or any other Territory of tl'.e United 
States, I should urdiesitatingly vote against it. And this I would do notwithstand- 
ing I honestly believe African slavery to be a moral, a social, and a political bless- 
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ing, applicable alike to t-lie master and to the slave. Why, then, cannot, the North 
moot us upon thU coinnion ground, and declare that they would not jn'o/iidit slavery 
by congressioual enactment in any of the Territories of the United States? This 
would leave the people to be affected by the iubtitution to determine the question 
for themselves in their own way, •subject only to the Constitution of the Uuiited 
States.'"— (^ce Conr/. Globe, 1st Seas. ^Uih Coikj,, part 2, p. 1171.) 

Extructs from a speech of the* Hob. A. 0. Dodge, of Iowa, in the United 
States Senate, February 25, 1854 : 

"With this digression upon points wholly unlooked for in the discussion, and 
beluga sincere believer in the doctrine of 'squatter sovereignty' in its fullest, 
broadest, deepest sense, I propose now, in my humble way, to offer some arguments 
in support of the bill for the organization of .Nebraska and Kansas — it being in its 
present shape, or as its friends propose to 'make it, the noblest tribute which has 
ever yet been olfered by tlie Congress of the United States to the sovereignty of 
the j)eople." 

"The addresses, resolutions, and petitions of the fathers of the llevolution, both 
in matter and spirit, touching the extent of the power of the Pcirliament of England 
to legislate for the colonies, are thoroughly imbued with the principles for which 
the advocates of non-intervention are to>day contending. The Continental Con- 
gress of 17Y4 declared that — 

""'The English colonists are entitled to a free and exclusive power of legislation 
in their several provincial Legislatures, where their rights of representation can 
alone be preserved in all cases of taxation and internal polity.' 

"The same principle seems to have governed the wise and patriotic men who 

framed our Constitution after the independence of the Republic was secured." 
***** * 

" And, sir, honesty and consistency, with our course in 1850, demand that those of 
us who supported the Compromise measures, should zealously support this bill, be- 
cause it is a return to the sound principle of leaving to the people of the Territories 
the rigiit of determining for themselves their domestic institutions." — {Appendix 
Cong. Globe, 1st Sess. ZZd Cong., vol. '29, pages 876, 877, 879.) 

Extract from a speech of the lion. T. F. Bowie, of Maryland, in the 
House of Representatives, January 29, 1856 : 

" If this be so — and I scarcely think it can admit of a doubt — it follovrs clearly 
that the rules and regulations which Congress is empowered to make respecting tlie 
territory or other property belonging to the United States, relate exclusively ihem- 
.telvcs to such rules and regulations only as may be needful for Congress to make in 
reference to the disposition, jnescrvation and inmiagement of such territory as the 
commo7i properti/ of all the States, and not to a class of powers entirely jyolitical in 
their nature, which have for their end only the establishment of forms of govern- 
ment for the protection and enjoyment of civil and religious freedom. 7'his latter 
class of powers, sir, it seems to me, xnill more appropriately he found among those 
vMcIi xvere reserved by the people, and which the framers of the Constitution never in- 
tendfd should b'l surrendered to the Federal Government by any portion oj the p)eople 
of this co'untry, whether living in the States or after- ac(/vired territories. Tlie great 
struggle between the British crown, under the adniitjiistration of Lord North, and 
the United Colonies, as to the right of the colonies to govern themselves in all cases 
whatever, fiad been finally closed b}" the estabiislnneut of tliat great fundamental 
political trU"h, that man is capable of self government, and had the framei-s of our 
Constitution inserted in that instrument any provisions inconsistent with that great 
truth, to be afterwards applied or enforced against the people of any of the States 
or after-acquired territories of the Union, the}' would, in my judgment, sir, have 
falsified ever}' principle which induced the colonies to take np arms in defence of 
their own rights to separate and independent sovereignty. But, sir, 1 have not 
time to pursue these reflections further, in the present condition of the House. 
I will take the opportunity of doing so at some other time." — {See Appendix Cong. 
Globe, \st Scsssion Mth Congress, vol. 33. page 56.) 

Extract from a speech of the Hon. George W. Jones, of Tennessee, de- 
livered in the House of Representatives, December 28, 18 55 : 

" lli.eu, sir, you may call it by what name you please — non-intervention, squatter 
sovereignty, or popular sovereignty. IT IS, SIR, THE POWER OF THE TEOPLE 
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TO govi':rn^ tijemselves, and they, and they alone, should 

EXERCISE IT, IN MV OPIN'ION, AS WELL WHILE LN A TElllUTORlAE CON- 
DITION AS LN TUi: rOSlTiON OF A STATE. 1 would ask lho.se who deny this 
doctrine;, whclhei- they are of niy party or of any otlicr party — whother they are 
from the Nortli or from tlie Souili — to 'reconcile another pi-ovision of tliut act with 
the doctrine that neither this ("Jovernment nor the peoi)le of tlie Territory have any 
power over t.liis i8(thited question wliile in a teriitorial condition. ]-ook to the 
Kansas and Nebraska net and you will thei'e find prescribed the quaMtieationa of 
voters. How long t/O continue,' sir ? Until the iirst election only. And the (luuli- 
fications of voters and of holding ofllce at all subsequent elections, shall be pre- 
scribed by the Legislative Assembly. Which is the higher prcrogat-ivc of sover- 
eignty, to prescribe the rights of 'property, or to j^reseribe the qualification of 
voters? I hold that the highest prerogative of sovereignty is to presci-ibe the qual- 
ification of voters — to draw the line between the citizen, the coequal constituent of 
sovereignty in a country, and the sul)ject, vassal, or serf. 

I bcli' vc that (he rj real prinviplc— the ricjht of the people in ihc Tcrritorirs, as well 
as in th.^ Sf.n/f.s, lo form and rryulate ih,eir own ihmedic iiiMif.u turns in thrir own way 
— is cle<irUj and ui'tcqnltmcally ciubodiod in the Kansas- Nebrnska act, and if it is not, 
it should haoe b'^en. Jielicoinr/ that it was the living^ vital prbiciph of tlie act, I 
voted for It. Those are 7ni/ views, honestlt/ entertained, and will be defended." — [Cong. 
Globe, \st Session 'A-ilh Congress, part 1, page 98.) 

Extract from a speech of the Hon. J. M.Elliott, of Kentucky, delivered 
in the House of Uepreseutatives, August 4th, 1850 : 

"In 18r.4» the Democratic party, in order to carry out the spirit of the Compro- 
mise of 18.50, declared that the line in prohibition of slavery north of o6" SO', known 
as the Missouri Conqu'omise line, was inoperative and void ; and in forming Territo- 
rial Governments for Kansas and Nebraska, they inserted a provision leaving the 
question of slavery, as well as all other domestic questions, to be settled by the 
people of said Territories, just as had been done in the formation of the Territories 
of Utah and New Mexico, by the Compromise Measures of 1850." — [Sec Appendix 
Cong. Globe, 1st Session o-i th Congress, vol. 33.) 

Extract from a speech of the Hon. Joiix S!" Caskie, of Virginia, delivered 
in the House of Representatives, May 19, 1854: 

"Now conies the qnestion, is there any sufficient reason in the difTcrencc between 
myself and some of the friends of the Nebraska-Kansas bill in regard to t he ojnnions 
I have just expressed, for division between us in reference to it, a hesitation on their 
part or mine in its support? 1 answer at once there is none. The bill gives the in- 
babitauts of Kansas a.id Nebraska all the rights which they possess under the Con- 
stitution, and none ot.hei", and leaves the decision of what those I'ights are lo the 
Courts. That is the agreement as to Territorial powers, ])lain as a pike stalf on the 
face of the bill, and fair and lionorable as it is plain. What says ihe bill? 

" ' It being t.bc true interest and meaning of this act not to legi>latc slavery into 
any TtrHtorg or Slate, nor to exclude it therefrom, b\it to leave the ])eople thereof 
perfectly fi-ee to form and regulate (heir domestic institutions in their own way, 
subject only to the Const,itution of the United States.* 

"I have heard objections to the strengtli of the woi'd ' forn/ in this connection. 
But it will be observed that the clouse in which it is used embraces the power of 
the ])eo})le of Nebi-aska and Kansas over the institution of slavery not only while 
they are in the territorial germ, but when they I'each the Stale of develojiment — a 
pei'iod at which their jurisdiction becomes exclusive and complete. The Constitution 
IS made the measure of tlieir y)ower in both stages of theii* adva!icem<Mit. The lan- 
guage used in it;s definitici is brief, plain, and apt, while the nde by which it is 
guaged is unerring. 

"In othei- sections, (sections six and twenty-four,) the bill limits the legislative 
power of these Tei-ritoi-ies to 'all rightful subjects of legislation eonslsteyit with tlie 
Constitution of the IJtnted States and the provisions of tliis act,' 

" Now, is it not clear, that territorial sovereign1:.y can be in the bill only, if it is 
in the Constitution — if not in the Constitution, it is not in the bill? We make the 
judiciarg (lie vntiiires of our difference on this point. This is a ground, aiul the only 
groimd on which just men united a<;ainst the Missouri restriction, but divided as to 
an incidental question connected with it can meet and stand together. ]f territorial 
sovereignly be in the Constitution, I hope 1 am patriot enough to yield my oppo- 



25 



sition to It, If It V)0 not, I am sure iny friends who difTer from me ahont it are patriotu 
enoii|i;h to yield tlieir advocacy of it. And eo >ve f^o harid in liund to break down that 
disunion, 'middle wall of partition,' which now eoparates section?, and to re-estab- 
lish that broad brotherhood, under which our Independence was achieved, and on 
which our Government is based. Can I object to the arbitrament to whicli the bill 
submits the (piestion of territorial authority to exclude slavery? Never, while I 
retain tiie confidence I now have, in the j)ositi<m I now hold ; never, until 1 can 
believe that the illustrious Carolinian— my political morning star — was no iierald of 
the day ; and that t.he whole host of SoUtiieri\ men were dolts, when, in 18-18, they 
proposed upon far less inducement, to sulnnit etpuilly grave issues to the same tribu* 
ual." — {Sec Appendix Cong. Olohc, vol. page 1M4.) 

Extract from a speech of tbo lion. A.. G. Buown of Miasisaippi, delivered 
in the Uiiilod Stales Senate, July 2d 186G : 

"I learn now, for the first time, that the people of a Territory imve not the com- 
petence to regulate their own domestic and police matters in ihcir own way, but 
that it belongfj to Congress; that it is only in the higher branches that they have 
the right to regulate their own affairs in their own way. Am 1 to understand by 
this that the people of a Territory have the right, if they choose, to exclude or abol- 
ish slavery ; and that if I believe, as a southern man, such an abolition to be uncon- 
Btitutional, 1 must go to the courts for the maintenance of my rights; and yet, if 
other measures of less importance, mere matters of police regulation, are adopted, 
they may come to Congress and beseech legislation to put it all right? If the major 
proposition includes the minor, as I suppose it does, and the people of the Tenitory 
have the light to legislate on these great questions for themselves, independent of 
the action of Congress, I apprehend they have an equal right to legislate for them- 
selves on the smaller questions. I should like my esteemed friend from Connecticut 
to tell me where the line is; to what particular question it is applicable. 

"Under the general phraseology of the Kansas bill, he admit.s the j)eople of the 
Territory have the exclusive right to legislate. 1 suppose, when we passed the bill, 
that we intended by it to give them a right to legislate on all subjects touching their 
domestic policy: and that if anybody was dissatisfied he should go to tlie courts, 
and not eom,e to Congress for his remedy. This has been my understanding, and I 
have endeavored to live up to it. My friend from Michigan and myself differ very 
widely as to what are ihe powers of a Territorial Legislature — he believing that 
they can exercise sovereign rights, and I believing no such thing; he contending 
that they have a right to exclude slavery, and I not admitting the proposition ; but 
both of us concurring in the opinion that it is a question to be decided by the courts, 
and not by Congress. If we are agreed on that, let \18 agree on this other proposi- 
tion. If i had been the party aggrieved by the laws of Kansas, I knew the place to 
which I Avas pointed to seek my remedy. If others are aggrieved, let them go to 
the same place." — {Appendix to Congressional Globe, o-ith Congreas, 1st scss., p. 801.) 

Extract from a speech of the Hon. Wm. C. Dawson, of Georgia, in the 
Senate of the United States, March 3, 1854: 

"Is there any other object as to the organization of these two Territories, I do 
not know of any otlier which was sufficiently strong to make an impression on my 
mind. I have disposed, therefore, of the objections to the organization, 

"Now, sir, the next question is, how are these Territories to be oiganized ? There 
seems to be a division of sentiment upon this point. Some wish to have a governor 
and a few other gentlemen compose a council and govern them. This bill jirovides 
for a legislative body, to be chosen by the people. I have one observation to make 
upon this matter, which I think will cover a great deal of the argument. The peo- 
ple who settle there are American citizens, entitled, under the Constitution of the 
United States to the same privileges and immunities which you and 1 j)0se.es8 and 
enjoy. They are entitled to the right of voting for those who are to mnke laws 
to govern them. Those of us who are friendly to this bill say, let the people eleot 
their Lesislature ; they know whom to choose to tjovern them, and control and 
manage their rights better than we do. Where is the man who, at this day, would 
rise up and say that there is anybody known to the Constitution of this country, or 
any part of the organization of this Covernment, which can take away the the rep- 
resentative right of citizens of the United States?. However we may differ od 
other matters, all of us will yield that point, 

•'The next question is, should that legislative council, thus chosen, by the people^ 
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Lave the right of making laws to govern all the doraeatic concerns of that people — 
plenary power like the States ? Wo impose one limitation iipon the oxercise of 
their power. What is that limitation ? It is that they shall legislate, subject to the 
Constitution of the United States. That Constitution limits them as well as it does 
us, and we propose to confer upon them all the powers of selP-governmeut wliich 
any other people in this country have under the limitations of the Constitution." 
{Appendix Cong. Globe, \st Sea's. 33(/ Cong., vol. 29, p. 803.) 

Extracts from the speech of the Hon. T. L. Clingman at present a Sen- 
ator of the United States from North Carolina, in the House of Represen- 
tatives, Aprl 4, 1854 : 

•'This, in my judgment, is the test species of non-intervention. We sm/ that the 
people of the Territory may Icqislate as the Constitwtion of the United States perwits 
them to'TO DO, WITHOUT THE INTERVENTION OF* CONGRESSIONAL LAW, 
French la.v\ Spanish km, Mexicaji law, or Indian lam. It snakes the Territorj/ like a 
sheet of blank paper, on which our citizens may write American constitutional law." 

" It has been well said that there is a great resemblance between this issue and 
that involved in the struggle between the colonies and Great Britain at the Decla- 
ration of Independence. There is however one great striking difference between 
the two cases. The colonies in 1776 denied the right of Great Britain to tax them 
to the smallest extent; but the people of Kansas and Nebraska say to Congress, you 
may impose any amount of taxation upon us and we will cheerfully pay it; you 
raay make your own disposition of the public lands, lay olf j'our military roads and 
post roads, and establish your forts and arsenals; you may subject us to the action 
of every law of Congress that the citizens of any State in this Union is subject to; 
but when you have done all that, >vjhen you have exhausted all your powers under the 
Constitution of the United States, THEN WE ASK THE POOR PRIVILEGE OF 
MANAGING" OUR LOCAL AFFAIRS ACCORDING TO OUR OWN WISHES? 
AND whf should they not have it? Whv should Massachusetts or North Carolina 
control the people of those Territories?' SIR, THE QUESTION STANDS UPON 
THE GREAT REPUBLICAN RIGHT OF EVERY COMMUNITY TO LEGISLATE 
FOR ITSELF."— (^;7joen. Cong. Globe, 1st Sess. ZBd Gong., vol. 28, p. 488.) 

Extract from the speech of the Hon. Z. Kidwell, of Virginia, in the 
House of Representatives, August 11, 1856 : 

" The people of Kansas and Nebraska are allowed, by the organic act, to paf=s 
such laws as they please, subject only to the Constitution of the United States. If 
a mnjority of the people of either of the Territories named are opposed to establish- 
ing slavery, and they pass an act prohibiting the introduction of additional slaves, 
man}^ Southern statesmen believe such an act would be nnconstitutional, while 
many Northern statesmen think it would not be. Which is right and which is 
wrong, the Supreme Court, under the Kansas-Nebraska act, would decide. This 
law does not take sides %vith either North or South, but leaves the question open 
for the decision of the Court, to which it rightfully belongs." — {Appendix Cong. 
Globe, \st Session ZAth Congress, vol. 33, page 12G7.) 

Extract from a speech of the Hon. 0. J. Faulkner, of Virginia, delivered 
in the House of Representatives, April 10, 1854 : 

"But, sir, it may be that slavery will seek its expansion in Kansas and Nebraska, 
and if so, who. here, has the right to complain ? Jt will be their own act — the ad of 
the people of these Territories, and they surely are competent to determine for them- 
selves, whether (heir social and political condition will be most advanced by its tolera- 
tion or exclusion. They mil not be without the mott ample experience to guide them 
to a proper conclusion ; and it is rank arrogance and folly for this Gov'ermnent to 
seek to control them upon a point upon ivhich their own interests and instincts caiifaf 
more safely instruct them, than they can be by the gratuitous advice of those who xdll 
mver partake of the good or evil of their institutions. 

** Sir, much obloquy has been cast upon the distinguished Senator from Illinois, 
for his agency in bringing forward this great measure. For one, I take this occasion 
to say that I honor him for it.; and when the passion and the excitement of the hour 
have pas^sed away, the country will do justice to the purity of his motives and to 
the wisdom and sagacity of his act. Distinguished as he lias been throughout his 
whole public career, for enlarged, liberal, and comprehensive yiows, this act places 
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l)ini upon the higliost pedceiftl of national slatesmansliip. The principles of Uiis bill 
i)elong neitlief io tiio K'orth nor to the South, but to the whole country. They are 
proiniiigatecl with no view to advance tlio iiitereats of any one section, but to pro- 
mote (ho peace and tranquility of all. They embody the vital principle of the 
Coii!?titntion ; thoy rclleet the recorded wisdom of tlie sages of Uie Kovolution. 
Tiiey ftre the principles of justice, of equality, of free government, of popular sov- 
ercilfiity, of perpetual union, every depiu'turo from Avhich has llllcd the country 
with cinnmotiun, and left behind it the i?cars of fraternal strife." — {AppaulLc Cong, 
GLobc^ ].S'^ Session 'iZd Cong.y vol. ^ page 488.) 

Extract from a speech of the 'Hon. J. II. Lumpkin, of Georgia, delivered 
in the House of Representatives, August 2, 1856 : 

" It bocame necessary, in 1854, to provide a government for the Territories west 
of Missouri ; and the Democratic party of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
faithful to their pledges and to tht Constitution of the United States, did, in framing 
Governments for Kansas and Nebraska, incorporate the same principle, even to the 
very letter, of the language employed in the bill organizini^ Territorial r.overnments 
for Vttili and New Mexico, and thus mnnifosted their willmgness to pei'petuatc the 
principles of non-intervention by any Congressional legislation on the purely domes- 
tic institution of negro slavery. — {Sec Appendix Cong. Globe, \st Session '6Lth Con- 
(jrcss, vol. Z'3, page 1128.) 

Extract from a speech of the Hon. A. G. Talbott, of Kentucky, deliv- 
ered in the House of Representativep, July 28, 1856 : 

•* Well, sir, the slavery agitation ceased, the country was quieted, the nieasurea 
of 1850 were approved by everybody and by every section ; the more the principle 
of non-intervention was investigated, the more popular and acceptable it seemed 
to be. Every one who looked at it and investigated it saw at once that it was only 
carrying out the great principle upon which our Government is based — man's right 
and ca|.iability of self-government They saw at once that it was only extending to 
the Territories precisely the same privileges which are now, and have been since tlie 
Government was first organized, enjoyed by every State in the Union. And in 1852, 
the Whig party and the Democratic party both met in national convention, and 
endorsed the principles of non-intervention, w-hich had been so adopted in lieu of 
the Missouri restriction, in spirit and in substance." * * * * 

"Nov>', sir, I say that in view of all tliese facts, Congress could not have done 
otherwise than pass the Kansas-Nebraska bill, just as it is. It is just, constitutional 
and right ; it neither legislates slavery into nor excludes it from the Teri-itories, but 
leaves the people thereof perfectly free to organize their own governments, and 
regulate their own domestic institutions for themselves. If, Mr. Chairman, the 
people are. capable of self-government, who, in our country, will sjiy they ought not 
to do it ? If they have the right, who will say they shall not do it ? If, then, they 
have both the capacity and the right, in reason's name, in the name of /ustice and 
our glorious Constitution, let them do it." — {Sec Appendix Cong. Globe, 1st Sessio7i 
diih Congress, vol. ZZ, page 1240.) 

Extracts from^ a speech of the Hon. Moses Norris, Jr., of New Hamp- 
shire, in the Senate of the United State*, March 3, 1854 : 

"Now, sir, I understand the spirit and true interest of this clause of the bill to be, 
that the legislation of 1850, organizing the Territories of Utah i».:ul New Mexico was 
grourided on the principle of the non-intervention of Congress witn the institutions 
of slavery or any other domestic institution, in the Territories of the United States, 
and the States to b^ formed out of them, leaving the people free lo form their own 
institutions for themselves ; and that the principle , of legislation thus agi-eed upon 
and established, as to Utah and New Mexico, ought to be final, not only as to these 
Territories, but as to all Territories organized after that time," * * * 

"Now, I shall endeavor to maintain that the doctrine of non-interference on the 
part of the Federal Government with the institutions of the organized Territories 
was then established — leaving to the people of the Territories the rights of a fre« 
and popular governnient, with full power under the Constitution, to form their own 
domestic institutions as they may deem best suited to their condition. I shall en- 
deavor to establish that^ I shall endeavor to establish another fact; that this 
measure of non-intervention was carried by the almost united vote of the North 
against the great mass of Southern Senators in this Chamber, as establishing a pria- 
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ciple on wliioh the North could sUnd, and not m a mere oxpodiont, tompornry, nnd 
limited in ita operation, but aa enduring. I "will, by and by, appeal to the record in 
vindication of what I now say." — {Appendix Cony. Globe, lut IScas. Z'Ml Cony.y vol. 
29, payc 305.) 

Extract from a speech of Hon. J. B. Weller, of California, in the United 

States Senate, February 13, 1854: 

"But, sir, if tliis be a question between slavery and freedom, then the friends of 
this uieaBure hold the freedom side of the (juostion. Wk i'Koi'obi; that thk pkoplr, 

THE OUIOINAL 80UU0H OK MA. I'OWKU, Tll0f»K WHO SfOKIS THIS GOVIMINMKNT INTO KXISTKNCR, 
AND WMOSK AOKNTS WK AUK, SHALL I!K ALLOWKD TO DKCIDK FOR THKMSKLVKS WHAT LOCAL 

XNSTrruTioNs shall exist AMoxd THEM. On the otlicr hand, the oj)punent.s of the 
measure advocate slavery. They contend that the American people iaIuiII not ex- 
ercise this right; that tllcir rninds shall l',e enslaved ; that their hands shall l)e tied 
up, and they prevented from a free decision, whether slavery shall exist there or 
not. We occupy the broad ft-round of freedom. We have an abiding coiilidence in 
the honesty and in the intelligence of the people. We are not afraid to trust them 
with the decision of this question. IJow stands it with you? 1 had supposed that 
you Avere the agents and representatives of the people ; but it seems that t,he servant 
has become wiser than the master. You, who are invested with political power, are 
claiming now tJiat you are better judges of what sort of government the people 
should have, than the people themselves. Is this so? Is there that vast amount 
of intelliuene.e and of patriotism in the American Congress v,'hich maizes us far bettor 
judges of what the people should have than the people themselves? Onv whole 
system is based upon the principle that man is capable of self-governiuent. . The 
moment you violate this principle, that moment you transcend your authority, and 
destroy the vital element of the Republic. 

"We propose that this, like all other questions, shall be left to the free decision 
of tlie people." — {Appendix Cong. Globe, \st Scss., Zdd Cong., vol. 2'.), jiage 200.) 

Extract from the speech of the Hon. Wm. H. English, of Indiana, de- 
livered in the House of Representatives, May 9« 1854 : 

"Mr. Chairman, T do not choose on this occasion to express any opinion as to the 
power of Congress to legislate for the TerritoHes, because the impropriety of exer- 
cising such power is so clear, to mj* mind, as to raahe the consider.ation of the Con- 
stitutional question entirely unnecessary. 

"I am VtMlling, as 1 said upon a previous occasion, to trust the people with the 
power of regulating their domestic institutions in their own way, not only under 
State government, but through their regularly constituted Tei-ritctrial Legislature. 
I hold that if the people are of sufiicient immbers and impoi-tance to merit a Terri- 
torial government at all, they are capable of governing themselves. A man who 
has exercised the attributes of a free citizen in Indiana, or any other State, loses 
none of his powers of self-government by emigrating to a Territory. Is he less vir- 
tuous, less intelligent, less imbued with the spirit of patriotism and love of country 
because he resides in a Territory and not in a State? Is he less an object of govern- 
ment regard because he has gone into the wilderness to er.dure the hardships of fron- 
tier life in preparing a way for that tide of population, civiii/.ation, and onspire which 
still ilows to the West? Sir, such men can be trusted. I would refer the question 
of slavery, and all other questions, to them — to that best and safest of all tribunals — 
THE PEOi'LE TO ]iK GOVERNED. They are the best judges of the soil, and cliinate, and 
wants of the country they inhabit, and they are the true j\idges of what will best 
suit theii' own condition and promote their welfare and happiness. 

" And, sir, 1 am surprised, that in this Republic, in the year }^/)A-, any party should 
be found to deny the privilege, to such organized State and Territory of the LTnion of 
regulating their domestic institutions in their own way, subject to the Constitution, 
and, more particularly, that such anti-republican doctrines should be advanced hy 
any one claiming to be a member of the Democratic party." — {Appmi. Cong. Globe, 
1st Sess., 'Vid Cong., vol, 29, p. 608.) 

Extracts from a speech of Hon. M. Macdonald, of Maine, delivered in 
tlie House of Representatives, April 10, 1854: 

"Pass this bill, give the rEorLE ok the Teruitouies the kigut to deteumin'E for 

THEMSKLVESTIIE QUESTION WHETHER THEY WILL TOLERATE SLAVEUV OR NOT, AND THE QCi;:V 

TioN BECOMES LOCAL. Iso locgcr will there be inducements, and most certainly no 
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propriety in <liscnesing Uie question at the North or in non-shivehoKliiig commu- 
niticfl. 

"The bill comnienda itself especially to my o-\vn niincl, boonuse it contains the prin- 
ciple that the pco])lo of the Territories shall rognlate their own donuv'tic affairs. 
This right was the great feature of tlie Territorial bills of ISfiO, and is 'the lion in 
the patli of agitation.' The tlocti'ino that all jnst powers are derived from the con- 
sent of the governed, addrepses itself to the dignity of man, and tenches him the 
lesson that his rights are not the grant of an earthly government, but 'the free gift 
of the King of Kings.' Sir, the sovereignly of the'])coplo, their right to rule in po- 
litical affairs, was first proclaimed in the ears of the old world by our own Declara- 
tion of Independonce. The tenacity with which our forefatlier's clung 1;o this doc- 
trine is written in the blood and carnage, the suffering and self-denial of the Ameri- 
can R(iVolution. As the b.asis of permanent government, this principle was first 
recognized in the American Constitution. 'We, the people, do ordain and establish 
government,' are words of ]>ower which caused the kings of the earth to fear and 
tremble like Ik'lsliazzar of old, when the finger of a man's hand wrote over against 
the candlestick upon the plaster of the wall these words of fearful import, 'mene, 
niene, t.ekel, upliarsin.' Our great growth as a nation, and our great pros])erity as 
individuals, under the benign influence of the Constitution, are the legitituate fruit 
of the groat ti-u1;h tliat man is capable of self-government,. This principle, sir, runs 
through the whole structure of our governmental orirani/.ation. It is the central 
sun of our system around which revolves all other lights." •» * « 

"Sir, the whole head and front of the offending of the Nebraska bill hath this ex- 
tent — no more: that it allows the people of the TeiTitory to regulate their own 
affairs." — {See Appcn, Cong. Globe, 1st Scss., d'Sd Cong., vol. 20, y>. 51-1.) 

Extract from a speech of Hon. J. R. Thomson, of New Jersey, in the 
Senate of the United States, February 28, 1854: 

"The principle of t,his bill is the principle of self government, a principle which 
alone prompted the Declaration of Independence. Sir, it was the seminal j>rinciple 
of the Constitution and the Government. It lies at the foundation of all our politi- 
cal institution?. It is the inalienable birthright of every American freeman. The 
recognition of this principle has been universal in our "country Avith the single ex- 
ception of the anomaly of dictating to the people of theTorritoric;?, (in some instances) 
tiieir organic laws, instead of leaving them, like the rest of the people, (o the exer- 
cise of llioir own volition. At this moment the country i^. . .;'<ls wit.ii clamor, 
from a political party, whose ])olic.y it is to keep alive aiiivat.ion, liocaupy it is pro- 
posed that Cor.gross should abjure the exercise of ii-rcpponsible powoi-, and leave 
the people of the Territoi-ies established by this bill to the enjoyinnnt of their rights 
of self-government." — {Api^. Cong. Globe, 1st Sess. o'Sd Cong.', vol. '29, p. 'i-Oo.) 

Extract from a s])eech of the Hon. R. Brodhead of Pennsylvauia, in the 
United States Senate, February 28 1854: 

"But, air, is not the bill correct in principle and will it not Avork as well in prac- 
tice as any other which can be adopted? Does it not give the peojile of the Terri- 
tories the right to i-egulate their own domestic affairs in any way thoy please, not 
in violation of tlie Constitution of the United States? We are not asked to give 
protection to property in slaves, or say that the local Legislature shall not pass 
laws upon the subject of slavery. We do not say whether the .slaveholder can or 
cannot hold a slave tlsere b}' virtue of the Constitution ; that is left an open ques- 
tion to be decided by the Supreme Court of the United St ates. And avIio onn object 
to that? But, sir, if we put a provision in the bill, that up to the time of the for- 
ination of a State Constitution the owners of slaves should lawfully hold them there, 
it would be of no service to them because there would be no local police; so that 
the mere refusal of the Territorial Legislature to provide for the manner in which 
they shall be held and sold and treated and penalties for harboring them <fcc., would 
efiectuallv exclude them." — {Appendix Congres-Honal Globe^ ^st session. W6d Congress, 
vol. 29, p. 249.) 

Extracts from a speech of Hon. Wm. Bigler, of Pennsylvania, in the 
United States Senate, July 1,, 185G : 

"In 1850, when the peace of the country seemed to be in imminent danger, the 
experienced men of this body, such as Mr. Clay and Mr, Webster, and the venerable 
Senator in front of me, Mr, Cass, and others, conceived and presented a new mode 
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of ncljiisiment. Tlmt was simply to take tliis qnestlon out of Congress niul confide 
it to tlui pt!t;plc of tho Territory — to submit it to their judgment and thuir will. 
For one 1 tlu)ught the principle an admirable one. It seemed tome that it ought 
to give entire sati^faetioti to tlio country and that it would have a salutary influence 
upon our national relations — a princi])lc so perfectly in unison with our whole re- 
publican system of government, a niere recognition and extension to the territories 
oi' that vital [ii-inciple of self-government — a principle suited to all times, all occa- 
sions and ail tori itoricd and as imperishable as our mountains — no temporary remedy, 
no arbitrary rule, no perishable expedient, but simply this, that as the i)eople of'a 
Slate can at all times settle this question of domestic policy for themselves, Congress 
will enforce that the people of a territory shall have the same opportunity — tliat 
that power whicli is to be complete and exclusive when the people beconic a State, 
should ojXM'ato during the territorial, existence. Not only because it was perfectly 
right in principle, but because 1 believed it would be wise in practice, 1 ];rcferred it 
to any which iiad previously been practised in the Government, or any other idea 
presented at vl\etime antagonistic to it." — [Appciidix Conf/rcsrdonal Globe, lat session, 
Zith Confjrcss, voL 33, po/;es 129, 730.) 

Again, on the 0th of July 1856, in the Senate when ICcansas nflairs were 
under discussion Mr. Bigler said : 

"I want to put mypelf right on another point. I mean the question of the mea- 
sure of j,)ONver which the Territorial Legislature can exercise over the subject of 
slavery. Uu this point no man can misunderstand the import of the language of the 
Kansas hWX ; it is explicit to the effect, that the people shall be left perfectly free to 
decide the question according to their own pleasure; but it is a question of what 
degree of law making power it is competent for Congress to confer upon the people 
and r^egisiature of a Territory. It is a question of construing the constitution and 
therefor(n'e a judicial question which I auj not called upon to decide. But, sir, I 
have no views to conceal; I agree with the Senator from Michigan that the Terri- 
toriiil Lcgislataro has entire control over the subject — is competent to establish, 
abolish or pi'otect it. I can see bxit two sources of law-making power for the Terri- 
tor}' — the one is Congress — the other is the people who inhabit the Territory, and 
it seems to me, tliiat when Congress has conferred upon the people all the power it 
possessed, as in the case of Kansas, tlie people, through their local legislature, have 
an ample law-making power, equal to the control of the slavery or any other 
questiou." — {See Appendix Covrj. Globe, vol. 83, page 843.) 

Extract from a speech of the Hon. L. O'B. Branch, of Nortli Carolina, 
in the House of Representatives, July 24, 1856: 

"But it is said the bill allows the people resident there to prohibit the introduc- 
tion of slavery before their admission into the Union. It contains no such feature. 
The thirt,y second section declares its intent to be ' to leave the people thereof per- 
fectly free to form and regulate their domestic institutions in their own way, sud- 
.jKcr ONuv TO TUE CONSTITUTION OF TUE Unitkd Statics.' If the Constitution allows 
theai to prohibit slavei-y, then the bill permits it: if the Constitution does not allow 
them to prohibit slavery, then the bill does not permit it. Thk powkr of t'.te people 

l^UaiXG THK i:XlSTKNCE OF THKIR TERlUTOttlAL GOVERNMENT, IS A JUDICIAL QUESTION 
TO BE SETTLKl) UV THE COURTS, IF A CASE BUOVLn EVER ARISE INVOLVING THE QUESTION; 
ANI> WirAlEVER CONGRESS MIGHT HAVE SAIO IN THE lULL, IT COULD NOT HAVE ALTERED THE 

Constiti:ti<.)N, nor taken the question out ok the hands of tue COUilTS. What- 
ever MA V mc tue decision of the Courts, I will re content ; for I ukgard tue great 

MAIN feature ok TUE BILL AS INFINITELY TRANSCENDING IN IMPORTANCE ANY OK THE MINOR 
QUESTIONS THAT CAN 1!E RAISED UNDER IT, AND I WOULD RATHER TRUST THIi: QUESTION TO 
THE P?:01'LH OK THE TERRITORY THAN TO SUCH A CoNOEESS AS WE XOW HAVE, AND ARE 

LIABLE TO HAVE, AT ANY TIME Tx THK FUTURE. — Oongressiorial Glohc, 1st Session 
'dith Coiu/rcsH, vol. 33, pages 1021, 1022.) 

Extract from the speech of the Hon. Harry Hibberd, of New Hampshire, 
in the House of Representatives, May 8, 1854 : 

" As such the country understood and accepted it. It, sir, is the great and dis- 
tinguishing icauire of the pending bill. It is embodied there in the following words: 

"Mt b.ring the true intent and meaning of this act not to legislate shivery into 
any Territory or State, nor to exclude it therefrom, but to leave the people thej*wf 
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perfocUy free to form and regulate their domestic institutions in their own way, sub- 
ject only to the Conbtitution of the United States.' 

"Tills, sir, is plain and explicit. It enumerates the broad doctrine of non-inter- 
ference on the pait of the Federal Government with the institution of slavery, and 
the control and regulntion thereof by the States and Territories concerned, 'it is a 

Erinciple which, to be understood, needs but to be stated, and to i)e approved needs 
ut to be U!ider8tood. It addresses itself to nil our notions of expediency and right. 
It appeals to our strongest sympathies, is strengthened by our traditions, and sanc- 
tioned by all our experience as individuals and as a people. It is peculiarly' conge- 
nial to the American mind, and dear to the American heart. Attachment to it the 
most unuelding has in all ages been a distinguishing characteristic of the race from 
which we sprung. Upon it the frame work and the details of our system of gov- 
ernment, state and national, are based. For it the battles of the Revolution were 
fought. It Avas not for the money sought to be extorted by the Stamp act, and the 
duties on tea and sugar that our forefathers embarked in that perilous struggle. It 
was, sir, because a vital principle was involved — their right of self government was 
at stake — there was to be taxation without representation — they were to be made 
subjects of an uncontrolled central power. For this they took up arras ; with (Sod's 
blessing, they triumphed. The principle they established has been sacredly cher- 
ished, and will be faithfully maintained. It is the ground in which all our local 
and municipal institutions rest. It insists first upon national independence and sepa- 
rate sovereignty. It would leave to the central Government no power the State 
can properly exercise — to the State, no function which may as well be performed 
by the covnity — to the county, nothing that can as well be done by the town. It 
delegates to no human hands any power or prerogative which the individual citizen 
may with safety to others retain to himself. Its results are POPULAR SOVER- 
EIGNTY, STATE RIGHTS, AMD INDIVIDUAL FREEDOM, Wherever under- 
stood and applied, it has been in all lands and ages the surest safeguard of civil 
liberty — the strongest barrier against the encroachments of arbitrary power. Thai 
principle, sir, lies at the foundation of this bill. As a supporter of the Compro- 
mises of 1850, I voted for it then — I stand upon it now." — {Appendix Cong. Globe, 
1st Sess. '6od Cone;., vol. 29, p. 624.) 

Extract from the Report of the Senate Committee on Tenitorief?, (Mr. 
Douglas, Chairman,) March 12, 185G : 

" Your Committee have not considered it any part of their duty to examine and 
review each enactment and provision of the large volxmie of laws adopted by the 
Legislature of Kansas, upon almost every rightful subject of legislation, and affect- 
ing nearly every relation and interest in life, with a vie%v either of their approval or 
disapproval by Congress; for the reason that they are local laws confined in 

THEIR operation TO THE INTERNAL CONCERNS OF THE TERRITORY, THE CONTROL AND MANAGE- 
MENT OK WHICH BY THE PRINCIPLES OF THE FkDERAL CONSTITUTION, AS WELL AS BY THE 
VERY TERMS OF THE KaNSAS-NeBRASKA ACT, ARK CONFIDED TO THE PEOPLE OF THE TERRI- 
TORY TO BE DETERMINED BY THEMSELVES, THROUGH THEIR REPRESENTATIVES, IN THEIR 
LOCAL LeGISLATURIO AND THEIR ASSENT TO THE LAWS UPON WHICH THEIR BIGHTS AND LIB- 
ERTIES MAY ALL DEPEND. Under these laws marriages have taken place; children 
have been born; deaths have occurred; estates have been distributed; contracts 
liave been made; and rights have accrued which it is not competent for Congress 
to divest. If there can be a doubt in respect to the validity of these laws, growing 
out of the alleged irregularity of the election of the members of the Legislature, or 
the lawfulness of the place where its sessions were held, which it is competent for 
any tribunal to inquire into with a view to its decision ot this day, and after the 
series of events which have ensued, IT MUST BE A JUDICIAL QUESTION OVER 
WHICH CONGRESS CAN HAVE NO CONTROL, AND WHICH CAN BE DE- 
TERMINED ONLY BY THE COURTS OF JUSTICE. UNDER THE PROTECTION 
AND SANCTION OF THE CONSTITUTION."— (;Sena«<? Beport, No. 34, froirt the 
Committee on Territories, 1st Sess., 34^/i Cong.) 

Extract from the national Democratic platform adopted at Cincinnati, 
June, 1856: 

" And that we may more distinctly meet the issue on which a sectional party 
B-absisting exclusively on slavery agitation, now relies to test the fidelity of the peo- 
ple, north and south, to the Constitution and the Union ; 
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1. Jiesolvcd, That claiming fellowship with and clcKiring the co-oporation of all 
who regard the preservation of tho Union under the CouBtitution as ihe paramount 
isaiie — and repudiating all sectional parties and plafcfornia concerning domestic slavery 
which seek 'o embroil the States and incite to treason an arinod resistance to law in 
the TeiTitories, and whose avowed purposes if consummated must end in civil war 
and disunion, — tiiu amkuioan oiiMooRAOY HKCOGNi/iJi: and ADon'Tuici'UiNCirLKs contained 

IN THE OROANIO LAWS, KSTAULISUING TJ1.K TkUUITOJRIKS OK KaNSAS AND JSkHUASKA AS KM- 
BODVlNCi THK ONLY SOUND AN1» SAFJO 80L.UTA0N OF THIi! *' SLAV KUY CiUKSTlON" Ul'ON WlUCll 
TIIK aiU£AT NATIONAL IDKA OK THIS l'KOJ.'LK OK THIS WUOLU OOUNTUY CAN lUPOSK IN ITS DK- 
TKRMI.NKD CONSIHIV ATISM OP THIS UnION NON- INTERKHRKNOK UV CON(tKESS WITH 

SLAVERY IN STATE A^'D TKlUUTOllY, OR IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUM- 
BIA. 

" 2. Tiiat this was tho basis of the compromises of 1850, confirmed by both the 
Democratic and Whig parties in National Conventions — ratilicd by the people in the 
election of 1852 — and rightly applied to the organization of Territories in 1864. 

" 3. That by the uniform application of this Democratic jirinciple to the 'organi- 
zation of Territories and to the admission of new States, with or without domestic 
slavery, as they may elect, the equal rights of all will be jn-eserved intact — the 
original compacts of the Constitution maintained inviolate — and the perpetuity and 
expansion of this Union insured to its atmost capacity of embracing in peace and 
harmony any future American State that may be constituted or annexed with a re- 
publican form of government." 

This platform was adopted unanimously by the convention, the vote be- 
ing takcQ by States and each delegation casting their united vote in its 
-ffavor. 

Extracts from the letter of acceptance of Mr. Buchanan, of the nomi- 
nation of the CincinDal\ Peiiiocratic Convention, June 10, 185G: 

"In accepting the nomination, I need scarcely say that I a :'cjept, in the same 
spirit, the resolutions constituting the platform of principles erected by the Conven- 
tion. To this platform I intend to confine mj'self throughout the canvass, believing 
that I h-ave no rigiit, as the candidate of the Democratic partj:, by answering inter- 
rogatories, to present new and different issues before the people." * * •» 
"The agitation on the question of domestic slavery has too long distracted and 
divided the people of this Union, and alienated their , affections from each other. 
This agitation has assumed many forms since its commencement, but it now seems 
to be directed chiefly to the Territories; and judging from its present character, I 
think we may safely anticipate that it is rapidly approaching a ' finality.' The re- 
cent LEGISLATION OK CoNGRESS RESPECTING DOMESTIC SLAVERY, DERIVED, AS IT HAS BEEN, 
FROM THE ORIGINAL AND PURE FOLSTAT.N OK LEGITIMATE POLITICAL POWER, THE WILL OF THE 
MAJORITY I'ROAUSliS, ERE LONG, TO ALLAY THE DANGEROUS EXOrfEMENT. TuiS LEGISLATION 
IS FOUNDED UPON PRINCIPLES AS ANCIENT A9 FREE GOVERNMENT ITSELF, AND IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH TllEM HAS SIMPLY DECLARED THAT THE PEOPLE OF A TERRITORY, LIKE THOSE 

OF A State. SHALL DECIDE FOR THEMSELVES WHETIH^R SLAYERY SHALL 
OR SHALL NOT EXIST WITHIN THEIR LIMITS. 

"The Nebraska-Kansas act does no more than give the force of law to this 
ELEMENTARY PRINCIPLE OK SELF-GOVERNMENT, declaring it to bc ' the truc intent and 
meaning of this act, not to legislate slavery into any Territory or State, nor to ex- 
clude it therefrom; but to leave the people thereof perfectly free to form and regu- 
late their domestic institutions in their own way, subject only to the Constitution 
of the United States.' This princu'le will surkly not be controverted by any in- 
dividual of any party professing devotion to popular government. BESIDIS, 
HOW VAIN^ AND ILLUSORY, WOULD ANY OTHER PRINCIPLE PROVE IN 
PRACTICE IN REGARD TO THE TEaHITOHIBS. This is apparent 
from the fact admitted by all, that after a Territory shall have entered the Union, 
and become a State, no constitutional power would then exist which could prevent 
it from either abolishing or establishing slavery as the case may be, according to its 
Bovereigii will and pleasure." 




